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PREFACE 


V Me for *humanizing social 
psychology" is to voice a perspective that is emerging as increasingly 
important in the social sciences generally. The attempt to carry over 
to the social sciences the spirit and some of the trappings of inquiry 
in the natural sciences has attained only modest success. The posi- 
tivist-empiricist epistemology that guided it no longer seems sacro- 
sanct—though it can still marshal vigorous support. The emerging 
awareness of worldwide critical problems in the human condition 
that call for radical solutions, the insistent new voices of minorities 
and women (former objects of social science who demand to be 
subjects), our increasing articulateness about the dehumanizing 
features of our technological-bureaucratic society—all call into 
question the viability of business as usual in the social sciences, social 
psychology among them. 

The sense of crisis encourages polarization. For some, hope 
appears to lie in more and better of the same: with B. F. Skinner, 
more and better tough-minded behavioral science and technology 
*beyond freedom and dignity" toward the solution of human prob- 
lems. For others, science itself is rejected, along with its technology. 
A countercultural mysticism is afoot—sometimes flying the banner 
of humanism—which looks more like a symptomatic escapist reac- 
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tion to problems felt to be beyond rational solution rather than a 
proposal of new directions in which solutions may be sought. 

Humanizing Social Psychology is written from a point of 
view that rejects this Hobson's choice. In the broad area of social 
psychology (construed to include the study of personality and self- 
hood), it argues that a humane social science is urgently desirable 
and possible, and indeed already incipiently exists. The chapters 
here illustrate this perspective as well as argue for it. Chapter One 
develops the rationale for the book. Brief introductions to the several 
parts provide context and framework for the individual chapters. 

The book makes generally accessible in revised form essays 
and chapters that have appeared since 1968 in widely scattered 
books and journals. In addition to Chapter One, Chapters Ten and 
Twelve have not been published previously. In spite of their occa- 
sional origins, all the chapters were written in the service of a per- 
sonal agenda, to carry forward and apply a point of view in 
personality-and-social psychology and, indeed, in psychology in 
general that seems to me badly in need of spokesmen. I hope that 
this book may have more influence than scattered papers could in 
this task of humanizing social psychology. 


Santa Cruz, California M. BREWSTER SMITH 
August 1974 
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HUMANIZING 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


Chapter One 


HUMANISM AND 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 


S ocial psychology as a subdisci- 
pline of psychology is in crisis—on that there is wide agreement. 
Symposia on “Whither Social Psychology?” have become regular 
features of meetings of the American Psychological Association. The 
self-confidence of the previous era has been replaced by self-doubt. 

In the two postwar decades, social psychology emerged in 
the United States as a field of vigorous laboratory experimentation 
that applied self-consciously scientific methodology to the clarifica- 
tion and elaboration of small theories about such topics as social 
influence, social comparison processes, strains toward consistency in 
beliefs and feelings, and the perception of other persons or the attri- 
bution to them of psychological states and dispositions. Lindzey and 
Aronson (1968-1969) codify the results of this productive period 
in five volumes. 

Near the end of the 1960s, doubt and self-criticism became 
increasingly evident among American social psychologists—about 
the lack of gains compared with the large collective effort expended, 
about the failure to arrive at consensual paradigms to define the 
growing edge of scientific advance, about the artificiality and 
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irrelevance of some of the problems that had been pursued with 
great theoretical and technical sophistication, about the instability 
of laboratory findings insofar as they often turned out to depend 
upon unexamined interpretations of the experimental situation by 
the human subjects, and about the questionable ethics involved in 
the deceptive manipulations typically required to attain some con- 
trol over these interpretations. The field is still in crisis, with no 
predominant new directions clearly apparent, though there is greater 
emphasis on observation and experiment in real-life settings and 
on applied concerns. 

The chapters in this volume partly reflect this crisis in the 
field of psychological social psychology narrowly construed. Cer- 
tainly, I write with an assurance that would have been hard to 
muster in the heyday of the experimental pursuit of subtle implica- 
tions of dissonance theory. But the conception of social psychology 
that I am addressing is an older and broader one than that which 
became prevalent in the period of laboratory experimentalism. In 
the tradition of William McDougall, G. H. Mead, and Gordon 
Allport, this concept embraces man's experience and behavior as a 
social, culture-bearing, symbolizing animal. I therefore find the 
distinction between social and personality psychology artificial and 
constrictive. Personality-and-social psychology, as these terms enter 
the title of Division 8 of the American Psychological Association 
and of one of the central scientific journals of the association, is 
what I am talking about. And the discontent that partly motivates 
a number of these chapters is symbolized by the fact that I have 
been finding myself frankly uninterested in many of the research 
papers delivered in meetings of that division or published in the 
tightly refereed pages of that journal. They don’t seem to me to 
contribute sufficiently to understanding man’s experience and be- 
havior as a social, culture-bearing, symbolizing animal. Instead, 
person and group get lost to sight in the pursuit of variables via 
meticulously elaborated experimental designs—designs that inci- 
dentally impose a snap-shot linear causal model on social behavior 
that does violence to what, on other occasions, we think we know 
about its interactive, recursive nature. We should expect and de- 
mand more of our science and try to contribute more to an under- 
standing that becomes increasingly urgent for human survival. 
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I now address some general issues in order to clarify what I 
mean by humanizing social psychology, and why I think it is desir- 
able. I comment briefly on the humanistic tradition and its im- 
plications for psychology, and conclude with an introductory 
discussion of extrascientific, metapsychological models of man as 
they shape and in turn may be modified by the scientific enterprise 
—a matter with which several of the chapters deal. 

Organized humanistic psychology has given humanism in 
psychology a connotation far removed from its Renaissance origins. 
As it has flowered in my adopted state of California and spread 
widely in affluent urban America, the humanistic psychology that is 
linked with the sensitivity training, encounter, and personal growth 
movement (Back, 1972) is in the main antiscientific, even anti- 
rational, and in an excess of anti-Puritan flight from human 
responsibility into the here-and-now. It opens itself chaotically to a 
shallow eclectic mysticism or occultism without the spiritual disci- 
pline by which the great mystics of the religious past left intelligible 
peaks of human experience in their wake rather than ephemeral 
and escapist peak experiences that dissolve in alienation. I agree 
with Sigmund Koch (1973), a first-rate scientific psychologist and 
philosopher of science become humanist in the traditional sense, 
that much of the touchy-feely activity sponsored in the name of 
humanistic psychology is a shoddy, mindless substitute for the 
actualization of our human potential, for the realization of our 
possibilities for truly human relationships. (People are complex, 
obscure creatures who must work to understand and cherish one 
another. Instant communion comes cheap and may temporarily 
relieve a desperate sense of lack; it cannot substitute for love.) 

The excesses of humanistic psychology are understandable, if 
Not entirely excusable, as a reaction against the extremely dehu- 
Manizing impact of our technological-bureaucratic commercial 
society. (I do not say capitalist, because the society of our Soviet 
counterparts is no better.) Historically, those who have raised the 
banner of humanism have been embattled with an opposition that 
they regard as antihuman. For the humanists of the Renaissance, 
who gave enduring honor to the name, it was the medieval Church. 
Revelling in the newly recovered pagan classics, they celebrated the 
miracle of the whole man as Microcosm in an anthropocentric 
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Cosmos in which the beginnings of scientific inquiry jostled happily 
with hermetic mysticism. Later on with Vico, humanism achieved a 
historical perspective, the vision of a grand drama in which Man 
creates his own nature on the stage of history. 

Recent academic humanism has been a pallid reflection of 
academic political organization, in which the humanities face (and 
typically oppose) the social and natural sciences in a rear-guard 
action to defend the remnants of the older humanistic tradition 
(minus the classics) as the basis for liberal education. Partly they 
have forfeited their claim by mimicking the sciences in pedantic 
scholarship. Insofar as they have been true to their heritage, they 
conserve it as a reservoir of objectified human experience to sensitize 
incoming generations to the wide range of potential that has in fact 
been realized in history and culture (far wider and deeper than can 
be discerned unaided in the here-and-now). They also foster the 
creative arts and letters, with respect for the discipline that is re- 
quired if the creative impulse is to be brought to realization and for 
the traditions that must be mastered if innovation is to be significant. 

The academic politics of resource allocation aside, the hu- 
manities of the present day complement the natural and social 
sciences as joint successors to the integral humanism of the Renais- 
sance; there is no intrinsic basis for opposition. In principle, there 
should be room for a humanistic psychology within the humanities 
so conceived, one that would draw upon literature and the arts as 
well as on living experience to sensitize our awareness to human 
potential. Such a venture would not need to be committed to the 
self-corrective social program of observation, abstract conceptualiza- 
tion, test, and reformulation that by successive approximation and 
occasional revolutions yields a progressively firmer and more com- 
prehensive grasp on reality—the scientific enterprise. A few psy- 
chologists have devoted themselves to such a humanistic undertaking, 
which is far from characteristic of humanistic psychology. Perhaps 
the trouble is that writers like Shakespeare, Dostoevski, Henry 
James, Nietzsche, and Proust, and the critics who have commented 
upon their work, have done this kind of humanistic psychology so 
well that little remains for the psychologist who follows in their 
tracks. He is likely to sound like a second-rate literary critic, not 
a creative psychologist-humanist. 
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When I call for humanizing social psychology, then, I am 
not asking my colleagues and students to stop doing science. I cer- 
tainly am not inviting them to make the pilgrimage to Esalen, 
though it might help some of them. I want rather to nudge our 
faltering social science toward close attention to human experience 
and human problems. Since, after all, our subject matter is Man, 
our science may even be the better for it. 

In my undergraduate days of just-post-Watsonian behav- 
iorism, anthropomorphism was a serious charge to bring against a 
theorizing psychologist. As late as the 1940s, psychological reputa- 
tions were built by validating psychoanalytic hypotheses via the 
bizarre procedure of seeing whether analogues could be found in 
the behavior of the laboratory rat. In its eagerness to be scientific, 
psychology has rather ridiculously modeled its theories on what it 
understood of the sophisticated physical sciences and has respected 
findings about rats and pigeons more than ones about people. If 
the situation in psychology is better in this respect today than when 
I was a sophomore, as it surely is, I doubt that it is because we let 
our reverence for the harder sciences intrude any less irrelevantly. 
Rather, our cousins the apes now compete successfully with rats 
for our scientific attention, and the model of the electronic com- 
puter has supplanted that of the telephone switchboard. Far more 
sophisticated models, both the beast and the machine—ones that 
fortunately tend to liberate and legitimize our attention to intrin- 
sically human processes. 

An anthropomorphic social psychology need not rely on a 
ghost in the machine, an imaginary homunculus on whom we load 
our puzzles of psychological explanation. It is rather a psychology in 
which terms like wish, intention, belief, commitment, and feeling 
and corresponding inferred dispositions appropriate to people can 
have their place. By the same token, it is a psychology that can play 
a role in self-understanding, in the critical guidance of social action. 

A humanized social psychology would be anthropomorphic 
in this sense. (The special attention given in several of the chapters 
that follow to the causal relevance of feelings of efficacy and, more 
generally, to attitudes of hope and self-respect is an illustration.) It 
Would also seek to contribute in the context of the unprecedented 
Predicaments and dilemmas that are faced by mankind. In part 
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this contribution will be technical, toward the solution of urgent 
social problems in which there is a psychological ingredient. But in 
part, and by no means unimportantly, it can also be interpretative, 
helping people to achieve creative redefinition of their problems and 
helping them to understand themselves in their historic situation so 
that wise social action is possible. Although this interpretative role 
of social psychology and social science has fallen into disrepute since 
the early days of speculative theory, especially among scientific psy- 
chologists, I suggest in Chapter Eleven that some of the most im- 
pressive recent contributions of psychology with respect to social 
problems have in fact been of this sort. The interpretative role 
(based on the best attainable scientific understanding) is in turn 
congruent with humanistic ethics; the psychologist should serve to 
the extent that he can as collaborator rather than as technocratic 
expert in relation to the people whom he helps ( Chapter Twelve), so 
as to enhance human freedom and dignity. 

If social psychology is to address itself cogently to social 
problems and matters of human significance, it will need to become 
rather less muscle-bound methodologically than it has been in the 
recent past. Too often the triviality of research problems has been 
ignored because of fascination with the elegance of experimental or 
statistical techniques, sometimes even with the audacity and com- 
plexity of stage management and experimental manipulations. But 
more, not less, scientific and technical competence will be required 
of us if we are to have useful things to say about the complex 
problems of social behavior in the real world. McGuire ( 1973) makes 
valuable suggestions about directions in which social psychology 
ought to develop for the health of the science; these suggestions 
seem to me equally applicable to increasing its human relevance. 

The social psychology that I favor and seek to promote is 
thus both scientific and humanistic. The attractive simplicities of 
ideological polarization have the result that effective spokesmen for 
this junction are in short supply, at least in the public arena. (Many 
good psychologists work quietly on a scientific agenda that contri- 
butes to humane ends.) Since irrationalism and denial of science 
seem to have a strong appeal to the disaffected young (some of 
whose attitudes are explored in Chapter Four), we must speak out 
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if we believe that our best grounds for hope lie in human rationality 
—especially as developed in the scientific enterprise. 

The humanist philosopher Frankel (1973) most articulately 
examines the appeals and fallacies of irrationalism, including the 
psychological variety. As he puts it, the countercultural spokesmen 
of irrationalism "offer a vision of how men should live [that] is 
essentially passive and wistful. It is that of the Lotus-Eater. The 
dream is of a scheme of things in which human beings face no 
difficult dilemmas and all good things are equally possible. What, 
after all, is the imperative for rationality in action? It is simply that, 
in human life, appearances are deceptive, impulses and desires at 
cross-purposes, and time, energy, and resources limited. Irrational- 
ism asks us to believe that these constraints do not exist in the 
world, not when it is rightly understood; irrationalism asks us 
further to believe that rational methods, which emerge to mitigate 
these constraints, are their cause" (pp. 930-931). 

Contemporary philosophers of science increasingly agree that 
any knowledge-seeking inquiry begins with stipulations or assump- 
tions that determine what will be regarded as data and evidence, 
that set the questions for investigation, and that establish the na- 
ture of acceptable explanations. The scientist’s commitment to ra- 
tionality rests on such a basis. The various sorts of positivism that 
assert the inherent primacy or exclusive legitimacy of certain kinds 
of data have no claim to special privilege from this perspective; we 
can note the assertion without any compulsion to accept it. For the 
scientist, the merit of one or another set of epistemological assump- 
tions is assessed pragmatically in terms of their elaborated conse- 
quences as worked out in the collective process of inquiry and 
criticism. 

The models of man entertained by the personality-and-social 
psychologist have this character of preempirical stipulation, which 
sets the terms of inquiry and shapes its strategy and tactics. In a 
playfully brilliant paper, Little (1972) makes a serious distinction 
between reflexive and nonreflexive models of man. In the nonre- 
flexive type, the implicit model entertained by the psychologist of 
himself as investigator has nothing in common with his explicit 
model of the subjects of his investigation. A good case is B. F. 
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Skinner's metapsychology, in which Skinner the scientist, polemicist, 
and novelist and his alter ego, the Utopian Frazier, exemplify an 
implicit model of man radically different from the explicit model 
that his theory promulgated for the rest of us (see Chapter Eleven). 
In the reflexive type however, essentially the same model is proposed 
by the psychologist for himself and for his subjects. Little considers 
a variety of reflexive models, starting with George Kelly's man as 
scientist. He obviously enjoys juggling a multiplicity of models each 
entertained with “as-if” half seriousness; the paper exemplifies how 
such a theoretical attitude can free the conceptual imagination and 
open new vistas for inquiry. 

In the thought that underlies this book, however, I find such 
an as-if attitude foreign. I feel quite square and unplayful about the 
selection of models. It seems to me that any nonreflexive model of 
social man is just plain wrong: inconsistent in its treatment of psy- 
chological data and inadequate to the task of a human psychology. 
And I want to struggle as best I can toward a relatively compre- 
hensive reflexive model that points up with some adequacy what we 
think we know and can discover about people, including ourselves. 
This is for me a central goal of a humanistic social psychology. 

My prior stipulations commit me to this less playful endeavor 
as having more than academic importance. Following in this respect 
Mead (1934), I see man’s linked species-specific capacities of sym- 
bolization and self-awareness as implying reflexivity in another 
sense: man’s commentary on his own behavior—and on his nature 
—enters into the guidance of what he does and what he becomes. 
Not only do our theoretical models of man govern our research be- 
havior as psychologists, but the models of man that we believe in 
and promulgate enter the culture (albeit simplified and caricatured: 
behold the fate of Freud!) and can have historical human conse- 
quences. Whether we see man as a passive pawn of environmental 
contingencies or as capable of meaningful active choice can entail 
momentous self-confirming consequences in the risky world that we 
face. This theme is elaborated in all three parts of this book, 


PART I 


EMPHASIS: SOCIAL 


Te five chapters in this part have in common a concern with 
topics that would conventionally be regarded as sociopsychological, 
although they were mostly not the topics conventionally studied by 
leading social psychologists during the period in which they were 
written. 

The part begins with an attempt to give perspective to psy- 
chological contributions to the theory of public opinion. I include 
it because it introduces themes that recur throughout the book in 
a sociohistorical context that now appears as a great divide in the 
shifting social orientations of the American public, particularly the 
young: the short period in 1970 after President Nixon's announce- 
ment of the invasion of Cambodia and the killings of students at 
Kent State University and Jackson State College—a period when 
the wave of reflex destructiveness that swept the campuses was 
transmuted into a short-lived episode of fervent political activity. 

Chapter Three, on political attitudes, surveys the contribu- 
tions of attitude research and theory to political psychology in depth. 
The critical perspective is that of the present, after the close of the 
epoch of self-confident laboratory experimentation on attitude 
change. In the chapter I also update my favored version of func- 
tional theory and relate it to my present metapsychological concerns 
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with man as an actor, political and otherwise—concerns that have 
supplanted my earlier involvement with the psychology of attitudes. 

Chapter Four, written in collaboration with two former col- 
leagues at the Institute of Human Development, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley, reexamines research and theory concerning activ- 
ism and alienation among college youth from the perspective of the 
early 1970s, when the tide of protest had receded but the basis [or 
hopeful participation in society was by no means reestablished. 

Chapters Five and Six, which deal with population issues, 
seek to involve psychologists in this challenging problem area. The 
need to control the expansion of the human species on a finite planet 
poses difficult ethical and political questions (that I attempt to 
clarify) which have psychological components (that I try to shape 
so as to be accessible to research). 

The treatment of sociopsychological issues in this part follows 
from the high priority I give to human freedom—a respect for 
people's individual values, whatever they may be. It also draws on 
a theoretical commitment to a view of man's nature as a social 
animal, in which his capacity for reflexive self-awareness is central 
and his beliefs about his identity and potential are therefore seen as 
tending to be self-confirming. The model of man implied is ex- 
amined explicitly in the two last parts of the volume. 


Chapter Two 


PUBLIC-OPINION 
THEORY 


A time that has generated Pan- 
thers and Weathermen, eruptive dissent, and a newly vocal “silent 
majority,” is not a good one for the old weatherman’s prediction 
that today’s political alignments will persist tomorrow. Such a time 
compels attention to the causal dynamics of opinion processes be- 
cause existing empirical regularities may cease to hold. 

Public-opinion research as an approach to these causal dy- 
namics has mainly meant survey research. For psychologists, it has 
meant attitude research. Over the past generation, survey research 
has amply proved its utility, but neither survey research nor experi- 


mental attitude research has greatly advanced our formulations of 
orce. Here I first briefly take stock of 


public opinion as a social f 
psychological contributions to the understanding of public opinion 


and then emphasize the need for psychologists to join forces with 
sociologists and political scientists in the attempt to understand how 
the opinions of individuals articulate to become a politically effective 
force—a problem that psychologists may have a trained incapacity 
to face. I conclude with some suggestions from the psychologist’s 
own territory that bear on politically effective opinion in our present 
day. 
1 
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An honest stocktaking of psychological research on opinion 
processes should be the occasion for considerable modesty. We can 
now look back on a double wave of theoretically interesting research 
on persuasive communication and opinion change, associated with 
Carl Hovland and Leon Festinger. As we scan what this double 
wave has left behind on the beach as it recedes, we cannot be self- 
satisfied. True, many factors that affect the formation and change 
of individual opinion have been identified and mapped, and ac- 
counts of these processes have been brought into contact with 
theories about general psychological processes of learning, judgment, 
cognitive organization, and personality dynamics. These advances 
are all to the good and not to be minimized. They have shaped the 
discipline of experimental social psychology as we have known it in 
the past two decades, But Maccoby’s (1963) metaphor of the “new 
scientific rhetoric" overstates what psychologists are in a position to 
export to students of public opinion. 

A quarter century of experimental research actually leaves 
us quite vulnerable. The initial experimental work appropriately 
focused on trivial, superficial beliefs and opinions, where measurable 
change could be produced efficiently by brief and easily conducted 
“manipulations.” This procedure made good sense in a preliminary 
mapping of the terrain. But there has been little follow-through on 
consequential attitudes and with parametric studies of several vari- 
ables in interaction, although there have been some notable excep- 
tions in the work of Sherif (for example Sherif, 1967; Sherif, Sherif, 
and Nebergal, 1965) and of Janis (for example, Janis, 1967; Janis 
and Mann, 1968). The result is that a quite comprehensive map is 
filled in with entries that are suggestive rather than definitive. And 
meanwhile, Orne, Rosenthal, and Rosenberg (see Rosenthal and 
Rosnow, 1969) have come on the scene with their skeptical “social 
psychology of the psychological experiment,” implying that sub- 
jects in many of our experiments may unwittingly have been con- 
ning the experimenter rather than vice versa. 

Apart from these uncertainties, three general features of this 
line of psychological research limit its relevance for the understand- 
ing of consequential public opinion. First, the prevailing emphasis 
on experimental manipulation has deflected attention from the 
long-term processes by which a person’s deep commitments and 
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orientations become established and may subsequently be dislodged. 
Second—this point is stressed by Festinger (1964)—the relevance 
of opinion change to behavior change is still shockingly in doubt. 
While we have learned to talk about the relation of attitudes to be- 
havior in more sophisticated terms than we did at the time of La- 
Piere's (1934) study (see D. T. Campbell, 1963; Fishbein, 1967; 
Wicker, 1969; Dillehay, 1973), the realm of psychological research 
on opinions and attitudes largely remains an encapsulated verbal 
world. And, third, psychologists have not concerned themselves with 
how individual opinions aggregate or articulate to produce social 
and political consequences. They have not dealt with public opinion 
as a social force. This fault can hardly be charged to laboratory 
research; psychologists are likely to be biased by training and pre- 
occupation against taking the problem of articulation seriously. 

According to the old individualistic view that used to be the 
psychologist's predictable bias—the view that Floyd Allport (1933) 
once proclaimed—the very concept of public opinion is a reification. 
All we can deal with scientifically are distributions of individual 
opinions, and that is that. While our methodological premises have 
become less dogmatic, our habits of research still take for granted the 
doctrine of one man-one vote, which is fine for voting but not for 
the processes of influence and decision-making that constitute the 
stuff of politics outside the voting booth. 

A skeptical, reductionist view of public opinion in this indi- 
vidualist tradition has its constructive side. We do well to doubt the 
substantiality of public opinion as a supraindividual entity. That is, 
the opinions of individuals do not necessarily articulate in the same 
way in different political contexts. In maintaining or questioning the 
legitimacy of the political and legal order; in influencing Congress, 
the President, the military, or local government; in the different 
content spheres of domestic and foreign policy issues, effective public 
opinion is surely composed from individual opinions along different 
lines, The relevant attentive publics are different, as is the role of 
the inattentive citizenry; the paths from opinion to influence likely 
differ: This set of relationships has to be worked out empirically, and 
I take it that the job falls in the customary sphere of political science 
and political sociology. e k 

One component of the problem of articulation is sociopsy- 
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chological. According to Kurt Lewin's methodological premise, any- 
thing that has effects is “real,” and this premise surely applies to 
reifications of public opinion as they enter the belief systems of legis- 
lators and policy-makers, as they are purveyed by the mass media, 
and as they are entertained by different segments of the general 
citizenry. What people in these various roles believe public opinion 
to be obviously affects what they do. 

Events of the past few years provide some interesting illus- 
trations of how beliefs about public opinion can influence realities. 
One involves President Nixon's invention of the silent majority, 
which has my grudging admiration as an inspired political tactic. 
By giving an explicit label to a segment of the population whose gen- 
eral agreement with many of his less liberal policies would otherwise 
be neutralized by its normal tendency to be politically inert, Nixon 
would seem to have reaped an immediate dividend in self-fulfilling 
political perception. Verbal magic is obviously only part of the story, 
but I think it improves the prospects of his intended new coalition. 
I admire the strategy but fear for the consequences. I hope that 
public-opinion research in progress may capture enough of what is 
happening to advance our understanding of how the manipulation 
of political perception can alter the political facts. 

The events on our campuses in the spring of 1970 as I inter- 
preted them at the time provide another example of feedback pro- 
cesses whereby perceptions of public opinion change political real- 
ities. After the assassinations of Martin Luther King, Jr., and the 
Kennedys, the playing out of the McCarthy crusade, the police riot 
at the 1968 Democratic National Convention, and the fragmenta- 
tion of the Students for a Democratic Society (sps), the campuses 
that had previously been swept by activist protest seemed to be 
settling into a kind of sullen peace. Although American Council on 
Education data (see Bayer, Astin, and Baruch, 1970) showed some 
trends toward increasing polarization among students, those sym- 
pathetic to the left were tending toward hopelessness—copping out 
in quietism and drugs or exploding in nihilistic expressive violence. 

Nixon's speech on Cambodia and the Kent State and Jackson 
State killings of students that followed in close sequence, at the 
height of spring, evoked an immediate response of outrage. The 
common and compelling stimulus triggered a simultaneous response 
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that organized and made manifest what had previously been latent 
and disorganized—and also brought into the picture the less elite 
campuses that had thus far been quite inactive. In good part, the 
initial response had the destructiveness of a reflex reaction by the 
hopeless; it was more expressive than instrumental. But campus per- 
ception of this massive response, by students, faculties, and adminis- 
trators, paradoxically created grounds for new hope and expecta- 
tions of political effectiveness that substantially changed the setting 
and nature of student protest and involved faculties and adminis- 
trators as well to an unprecedented extent. The initial expressive 
reaction laid the basis for a burst of instrumental activity. The 
floundering student-protest movement found new life, and student 
energies on many campuses were for a while directed once more 
toward normal political channels. Unfortunately, this burst of energy 
proved short-lived. 

According to this interpretation, the visibility of widespread 
immediate reaction to a common stimulus created a sense of efficacy 
that started a new chain of political events. The perception of public 
opinion is a fact, describable at the individual level, that mediates 
and complicates how individual opinions aggregate or articulate to 
produce political effects. 

My final point bears on perceived and real efficacy as in- 
volved in the spring 1970 example. Research and theory have 
brought psychology at long last to a position in which it can contrib- 
ute to formulating the conditions and consequences of individual 
self-determination, an issue at the heart of normative political theory 
and also basic to protest politics on and off the campus. Claims for 
self-determination are involved not only in the rebellious protests 
of students, blacks, and former colonials but also in the reactive 
backlash of people whose own freedom and privilege seem threat- 
ened by the new claims pressed by the insurgent groups. Can self- 
determination be given an intelligible psychological meaning? Can 
the gap between the normative theory of democracy and the deter- 
ministic theories of the behavioral sciences be bridged? 

This problem has long been before the American Association 
for Public Opinion Research (AAPoR). Berelson (1952) devoted his 


presidential address to democratic theory and public opinion. After 


tallying point by point the imperfect match between facts gleaned 
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in public-opinion research and the ideal requirements for a demo- 
cratic polity, he noted as a problem for negotiation that “the theor- 
ists tend to use descriptive categories (for example, rationality) and 
the researchers prefer predictive categories (for example, group 
memberships) in ‘explaining’ political preferences" (p. 330). Is 
there a place for rational choice in a causal theory of opinion and 
political behavior? 

More recently, that master of political research, Key (1966), 
argued from presidential voting data that “in the large, the elec- 
torate behaves about as rationally and responsibly as we should ex- 
pect, given the clarity of the alternatives presented to it and the 
character of the information available to it. In American presi- 
dential campaigns of recent decades the portrait that emerges is not 
one of an electorate strait-jacketed by social determinants or moved 
by subconscious urges. . . . It is rather one of an electorate moved 
by concern about central and relevant questions of public policy, of 
governmental performance, and of executive personality" (pp. 7-8). 
Key proclaimed the importance of rational choice, but saw it as 
antithetical to the role of social and psychological determinants. 

As I note in Chapter Three, Key's characteristically vivid 
rhetoric creates a needless theoretical dilemma. Social determinants, 
to the extent that they do indeed have effects, do not exert their 
influence by any mysterious process of strait-jacketing the electorate. 
Social determination occurs primarily through a process in which 
people who share important aspects of social position and social ex- 
perience tend to develop similar perceptions of interest. Over time 
norms emerge that reflect these perceptions. Social determination is 
thus by no means incompatible with political rationality. Nor is psy- 
chological determination. 

Glock (1964), in his AAPoR presidential address, raised the 
problem that I want to highlight still more pointedly—*How much 
free will is man thought to have?” For Glock as for Key, freedom 
or rationality and causal determination are at opposite, mutually ex- 
clusive poles. This way of thinking is so much a part of our intel- 
lectual heritage that we can hardly escape from it. 

My suggestion is that the time has come for us to break free of 
what I think is a false polarity; we now have the conceptual re- 
sources to do so. As social scientists, true enough, we must be com- 
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mitted to determinism as a methodological premise. But freedom, in 
the sense of self-determination, is not a matter of chance and ran- 
domness; it is itself subject to causal analysis. Psychological research 
is beginning to treat free will not as a paradox or as an illusion, but 
as an empirical variable that has causes and consequences. Some 
people have more free will than others. Some people who have had 
little of it for obvious reasons are now developing more of it; they 
are getting pushy. 

I draw upon the ideas and research of R. W. White (1959, 
1963) and De Charms (1968) and evidence from Rotter (1966) to 
propose that, to a considerable extent, how much self-determination 
a person exercises is bound up in a self-fulfilling prophecy. His feel- 
ings of efficacy, rooted in attitudes and concepts about the self, have 
much to do with what he will try and what he will accomplish (see 
Smith, 1968c). And these feelings of efficacy have their own social 
and personal determinants. The other side of the coin, psychological 
reactance as a motivational state produced when a person's per- 
ceived options or degrees of freedom are reduced, is explored by 
Brehm (1966). 

What has this way of viewing matters to do with the theory 
of public opinion? The close relationship between general feelings 
of personal effectiveness and the sense of political efficacy has been 
established by Douvan and Walker (1956). Almond and Verba 
(1963) make it clear that the sense of political efficacy is a key 
ingredient that differentiates political cultures. Seeman (1966), 
another contributor to this line of development, draws on Rotter’s 
work to relate psychological propositions about a person’s sense of 
control over the outcomes of his endeavors to sociological proposi- 
tions about alienation in mass society. I am therefore not adding 
new ideas or facts: I am rather trying to put what we are beginning 
to know in a new focus. I am suggesting that a psychological in- 
gredient unknown to the deterministic psychologies of the past, be 
they behavioristic or psychoanalytic, and not explicitly encompassed 
in my early work (Smith, Bruner, and White, 1956) is turning out 
to be important in psychological research and relevant to political 
analysis. The sense of personal control or efficacy as a self-fulfilling 
source of initiative and political action is a psychological variable 
about which I predict we will be hearing much more. 
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It would be good for the ethical and political posture of the 
theory of public opinion if I am right. Accounts of psychological 
and social determinants seem to have a strait-jacketing effect on 
individual political freedom even though, as I maintain, this is a 
metatheoretical mistake. Behavioral science has projected a mech- 
anistic view of man, which again in a self-fulfilling prophecy has 
lent weight of dehumanizing trends in modern life and to disrespect- 
ful, manipulative trends in the marketplace and political arena. My 
colleagues in experimental social psychology have focused on the 
techniques of manipulating opinions and behavior, and in the very 
style of their research they have unintentionally advanced the de- 
humanizing trend (see Kelman, 1968). Now that the young and the 
movement types are calling stridently for self-determination, it be- 
hooves our behavioral science to push ahead with the attempt to 
understand the phenomena of self-determination systematically and 
causally. Additions to our knowledge of the conditions and con- 
sequences of personal control and autonomy in politics should help 
to prepare us for some difficult times to come. 


Chapter Three 


POLITICAL 
ATTITUDES 


9999999900990 950909*2999929*99 


ls the initial, classical review of 
h topic of attitudes, written at a time that from present per- 
ves seems almost antediluvian, G. W. Allport (1935) began 
ying, “The concept of attitude is probably the most distinctive 
ble concept in contemporary American social psy- 


f whatever persuasion who have used the term seem to have 


E i ut not wholly sterile, enterprise. As we shall 
“damental issues of conceptual strategy are involved. a 


Conception of Attitudes 


eiit Present purposes, a working definition that is as un. 
as I can make it seems desirable: “The concept of 
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attitude, although variously defined, is most commonly employed 
to designate inferred dispositions, attributed to an individual, ac- 
cording to which his thoughts, feelings, and perhaps action ten- 
dencies are organized with respect to a psychological object" (Smith, 
1968a, p. 458). Even such an informal definition embraces a 
controversial theoretical commitment to a strategy that accounts for 
observed social behavior by extracting analytically two classes of 
inferred, reconstructed determinants: features of the situation of 
action, and inferred dispositions or properties of the behaving person 
(see Lewin, 1951). This strategy, which is one that I feel at home 
with and prefer, is by no means necessary for social psychology and 
behavioral science. It has never been attractive to behaviorists and 
other positivists, who like to stay as close as possible to observables. 
In fact, the truly radical behaviorist (Skinner, 1957; Bem, 1967) 
has no use at all for the concept of attitude, which he dissolves into 
particular behaviors, verbal and otherwise, viewed as under the 
control of particular discriminative stimuli and contingencies of 
reinforcement. Various compromise positions—for instance, merging 
attitudes with habits (Doob, 1947) or treating attitudes not as 
dispositions but as a special class of behaviors—have been taken by 
theorists influenced by positivism. (See D. T. Campbell, 1963, for 
a view that holds cognitive and behavioral concepts of attitudinal 
dispositions to be essentially equivalent.) 

The choice between a dispositional or a positivistic-behav- 
ioral commitment can hardly be based on established fact. It is not 
a matter of right or wrong. Certainly, the Skinnerians have shown 
that they are able to push their approach surprisingly far into the 
precincts of human action—though I think only by letting a good 
deal of commonsense “dispositional” psychology in through the 
back door (see Chapter Eleven). My own commitment to a dis- 
positional orientation rests on two grounds. 

One has to do with a broad view of the image of man 
(Chein, 1972) that is compatible with human freedom and dignity, 
and therefore with politics, and also with empirical, self-corrective, 
and thus on the whole cumulative science. The reductive, positivistic 
view of Skinner (1971) has no meaningful place for politics, which 
concerns the allocation of power among human actors in a polity. 
The values of liberty and justice, traditional to normative political 
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theory, require a concept of human agency. And a view of man as 
an actor, politically and otherwise, needs concepts to formulate 
man’s more enduring dispositions. Such an analysis of variable social 
behavior into more or less stable personal attributes and variable 
properties of the situation of action corresponds with Heider’s 
(1958) analysis of “common-sense psychology,” and I take that as 
an advantage if our aim is to give a systematic account of human 
action in the world of living human concerns. 

The second is pragmatic. Because human beings as we know 
them grow up in language communities in which, however imper- 
fectly and mysteriously, communication takes place, we do have 
approximate access to one another’s thoughts and feelings, from 
which we can make approximate inferences about each other’s more 
enduring orientations. Neither as naive human actors nor as social 
scientists are we restricted to the Skinnerian world of fragmented 
behaviors. We can listen to one another; we can even conduct sys- 
tematic interviews and administer verbal scales. Although inferences 
from the data of communication can mislead as well as inform, we 
have good warrant to depend on them in social science as in every- 
day life. A conceptual framework that excludes inferred psycho- 
logical dispositions from any legitimate place is so severely restrictive 
that in practice even the committed behaviorist does not stay con- 
sistently within it. Henceforth, therefore, I will take for granted a 
dispositional view of attitudes. 

To return to my working definition, a few additional com- 
ments are in order. Definitions of attitudes often specify that atti- 
tudes are relatively enduring learned dispositions. But it seems 
unnecessary to build duration or, for that matter, learned acquisition 
into the definition. The crux of the definition, and also the point 
on which virtually all proposed definitions agree, is that attitudes are 
organized with respect to a psychological object. Attitudes are to- 
ward something: a thing, a concept, a policy, a person, a political 
party—or even the self. They also involve organization—a struc- 
tured set of beliefs held in readiness; a readiness to feel and to act 
toward the object in different but coherently specifiable ways de- 
pending upon features of the immediate situation in which the 
object is encountered. One of the founders of social psychology, 
William McDougall (1921), a great and present 
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theorist, adapted this concept from Shand (1914) as the basis upon 
which mental life is organized, though he and Shand used the term 
sentiment instead of attitude. 

The dispositions with which we are concerned govern both 
thoughts (beliefs) and feelings (affect), which are hardly separable. 
As Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) have shown with the 
semantic differential, the primary, preemptive dimension of conno- 
tative meaning for any concept tends to be evaluative, pro or con. 
The main tradition of psychological research in attitude measure- 
ment has overwhelmingly stressed this pro-con dimension (see Scott, 
1968). If one were to attend only to this tradition, a working defini- 
tion of attitude might restrict it to dispositions of favorableness or 
unfavorableness toward objects. But survey research and qualitative 
studies, including studies of particular relevance to politics, are 
equally concerned with the cognitive content of beliefs. 

My working definition fudges in its reference to action 
tendencies, because I do not want to take the route of definition to 
decide empirical-theoretical issues that are very much alive. In 
political psychology, we are of course ultimately interested in 
behavior—what the person does (which includes what he says on 
a given occasion). The complexities involved in the relation between 
attitudes and behavior will be touched upon below. It is still not 
clear, however, whether behavioral consequences are more profitably 
viewed as following from a given set of beliefs and feelings, given 
the person's appraisal of his immediate situation, or whether a 
"behavioral component" needs to be built into tne conception of 
attitude itself (Katz and Stotland, 1959). 

In this chapter I do not take seriously the specification of 
political attitudes. This term could obviously be given either a 
narrow reading (attitudes toward political objects such as issues, 
parties, candidates, or leaders) or a broad one (attitudes of political 
actors thought to be relevant to their political actions). I generally 
have the broader meaning in mind, with no concern about bound- 
aries. T am concerned rather with interpreting the sociopsychological 
literature on attitudes for its relevance to political psychology— 
focusing mainly on the nature of attitudes and the processes in- 
volved in their development and change. 

My review is perforce selective and personal. There are 
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forty-three pages of references in McGuire's (1968) definitive chap- 
ter on attitudes and attitude change. Two excellent books (Insko, 
1967; Kiesler, Collins, and Miller, 1969) have been devoted to a 
critical examination of theories of attitude change, the main focus 
of recent psychological attention; and a very fat one (Abelson and 
others, 1968) treats the single topic of consistency theories. Sears' 
(1969) chapter on political behavior is in fact mainly a substantive 
treatment of political attitudes as they bear on voting in national 
American politics; it has sixteen pages of references. Clearly, then, 
I must aim more at perspective than at summary. 


Some History 


The scholarly history of the concept of attitudes is shorter 
than G. W. Allport's (1935) review suggests. In his day, Allport 
felt the need for legitimizing the concept by tracing ambiguous 
linkages to the history of experimental psychology. Given the solid 
sociopsychological use of the concept since his chapter was written, 
we can forgo such legitimizing pseudohistory. I have already men- 
tioned a more germane theoretical antecedent in McDougall's 
(1921) concept of sentiment. The term attitude was launched in 
social psychology (sociological version), however, by ‘Thomas and 
Znaniecki (1918) in the methodological preface to their classic 
monographic study The Polish Peasant. For Thomas and Znaniecki, 
attitude and value are complementary terms. Attitude refers to any 
disposition of a person toward an object, while any object becomes 
a value by virtue of being target of a person's attitude. "Thus 
launched conceptually, attitudes became fully established in social 
psychology when Thurstone (1928) directed his sophistication in 
psychophysics to the problem of their measurement. What could be 
more legitimizing? In fact, a sophisticated theory of attitude mea- 
surement has developed from the beginnings launched by Thurstone 
(see Scott, 1968), a line of development that has thus far mainly 
served the legitimizing function. For better or worse, the theoreti- 
cally interesting experimental studies of attitude of the last two 
decades have mostly used very simple, even naive indices of atti- 
tude: single items presented for agreement or disagreement, or ad 
hoc and a priori “scales” assembled without regard for psycho- 
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metric nicety. The methodological inventiveness of the experi- 
menters has been invested almost wholly in the manipulations of 
experimentation, not in the mapping and measurement of attitudi- 
nal variables. As for descriptive analyses of public attitudes, particu- 
larly relevant to political psychology, these have mainly drawn upon 
the techniques of survey design and analysis, not of attitude scaling 
(see Hyman, 1955, 1973). 

The research of the early period—reviewed by Allport 
(1935) and by Murphy, Murphy, and Newcomb (1937), who each 
declared attitudes to be a central topic of social psychology—was 
in fact not very interesting or substantial. The characteristic ap- 
proach was descriptive and correlational (mainly on college sopho- 
mores, at that), with little sustained attention to the conditions 
under which attitudes are formed and modified and little effort to 
connect the psychology of attitudes with general explanatory prin- 
ciples. 

One of the substantial studies of this period (Murphy and 
Likert, 1938) came up with little that was more solid or reliable 
than the finding that among college students radicalism was some- 
how associated with dissatisfaction. (Strictly speaking, radicalism- 
conservatism is a personality trait rather than an attitude, since it 
lacks a psychological object. As a trait, however, it is defined by 
consistencies among attitudes toward a variety of social objects.) It 
was popular to correlate radicalism-conservatism with personality 
traits like introversion-extraversion—also being newly and crudely 
measured. There was little by way of theory to guide the venture, 
and little by way of theory resulted from it. Eysenck (1954) pur- 
sued a similar strategy with explicit theory and more sophisticated 
methods, but his study is badly faulted and its conclusions cannot 
be accepted (see Christie, 1956). 

About the time of World War II, then, the psychology of 
attitudes was at low ebb. Maybe it was still the central topic of 
social psychology, but it did not attract the bright young investiga- 
tors, some of whom were finding exciting new directions in the 
experimental group dynamics of Kurt Lewin. Several developments 
in the late 1930s and the 1940s radically changed the complexion of 
the field. As a result, during the 1950s and 1960s attitudes at last 
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really earned a central place in the heart of a burgconing, primarily 
experimental social psychology. 

One development, which began in the late 1930s with the 
invention of public-opinion polls (later rechristened for scientific 
purposes as sample surveys), carried the study of attitudes off the 
campus into the territory of real political life. 'The major thrust was 
under sociological auspices. Paul Lazarsfeld in particular introduced 
analytic methods for treating successive interviews with “panels” of 
respondents, and employed this approach in studying the determi- 
nants of voting decisions in presidential campaigns (see, for 
example, Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, 1944). 'The emphasis 
was on demographic predictors of the voting decision, such as rural- 
urban residence, socioeconomic status, and religious affiliation. Sur- 
vey methodology in the study of attitudes (though not directly 
political ones) was substantially advanced in the wartime studies, 
directed by the sociologist Stouffer, that resulted in the volumes of 
The American Soldier (Stoufler and others, 1949). 

But psychologists too were employing the new survey tech- 
nology—initially, under the leadership of Rensis Likert and Angus 
Campbell, in the Bureau of Program Surveys of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and later at the Survey Research Cen- 
ter of the University of Michigan. When these psychologists turned 
their attention to the study of voting decisions, they placed focal 
emphasis on attitudes—such as toward candidate, toward party, and 
toward campaign issues. (For a classic later example in this tradi- 
tion, see A. Campbell and others, 1960; see also the review by Sears, 
1969.) They typically paid much more attention than sociologists 
to beliefs—cognitive structures—embedded in these attitudes. 
Whether under psychological or sociological auspices, survey rc- 
search has provided the major descriptive substantive content of the 
psychology of political attitudes. More than any other research tra- 
dition, it has brought their study into contact with the realities of 
political life. 

A second development followed from the surge of academic 
interest in psychoanalytic theory that, in the immediate postwar 
years, accompanied the launching of a self-conscious clinical psy- 
chology. The studies brought together in T'he Authoritarian Per- 
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sonality (Adorno and others, 1950) drew upon a liberalized psycho- 
analytic theory (in keeping with the emerging dominance of “ego 
psychology" in psychoanalytic circles) to give a motivational inter- 
pretation of anti-Semitic and more generalized ethnocentric atti- 
tudes in terms of defensive personality processes. En route, the au- 
thors extended their interpretation to antidemocratic or “fascist” 
orientations generally. The F scale, devised to measure these orienta- 
tions, staked a claim for itself in an ambiguous common ground 
overlapping attitudes, ideology, and personality. Over the ensuing 
decade, its availability led to a large amount of research, much of 
which was unfortunately consumed in exploring the scale’s technical 
defects. The tide of research interest in the topic unfortunately 
waned at about the point when more adequate measures were be- 
coming available (Kirscht and Dillehay, 1967). In the present con- 
text, The Authoritarian Personality is important because it reintro- 
duced interest in the psychodynamic basis of political attitudes, 
emphasizing more systematic methods and more explicitly delimited 
and elaborated theory than was characteristic of Lasswell’s (1930) 
initial ground-breaking foray. (See Sanford, 1973.) 

The third major development began with wartime experi- 
mental studies of the impact of army films for internal propaganda, 
and emerged full-blown shortly after the war as a new laboratory- 
based experimental social psychology, in which attitude change was 
the focal topic of experiment and theory. Carl Hovland, a brilliant 
experimental psychologist who was drawn in as a consultant to 
direct a program of research on army orientation films (Hovland, 
Lumsdaine, and Sheffield, 1949), carried forward the research at 
Yale after the war in a vigorous collaborative program on persuasive 
communication. Unlike the earlier studies of propaganda and atti- 
tude change (Murphy, Murphy, and Newcomb, 1937), the Yale 
studies were guided by theories drawn from general psychology. 
The predilection of Hovland and his closest collaborators was for 
the kind of learning theory identified with Yale and the names of 
Clark Hull and Kenneth Spence, but the program was actually 
guided by a theoretically neutral empirical scheme that mapped the 
effects of persuasive communication into those attributable to the 
source of the communication, to the content of the communication, 
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to the predispositions of the audience, and to responses induced to 
the communication. (This scheme can be traced to Lasswell.) Dif- 
ferent theoretical models could be drawn upon, and were, for hy- 
potheses, A programmatic statement that presented an impressive 
initial series of experiments (Hovland, Janis, and Kelley, 1953) 
was followed by a series of monographs that filled in much of the 
picture sketched in the initial volume. (See Hovland and Janis, 
1959; Rosenberg and Abelson, 1960; M. Sherif and Hovland, 
1961.) 

Added to this manifestly fruitful research program, which 
seemed to be yielding a new experimental rhetoric, was a simple, 
new, imperialistic theory pushed with proselytizing enthusiasm by 
an incomparably ingenious experimentalist. The proselytizing ex- 
perimentalist was Leon Festinger, the theory concerned “cognitive 
dissonance” (Festinger, 1957), and the heyday of experimental 
social psychology (the late 1950s and the 1960s) followed. In other 
respects the timing was right: through the National Institute of 
Mental Healih and the National Science Foundation, the federal 
government released unprecedented resources to train researchers 
in the behavioral sciences and to support their basic research, That 
the new laboratory studies of attitude change came to concern them- 
selves witli abstruse theoretical and methodological issues was for the 
time being an advantage, not a handicap. Under the system of re- 
search grants by peer review, the new field expanded under its own 
directives, with few external brakes applied. 

The study of attitude change, then, suddenly became inte- 
grally linked with the competitive extension and elaboration (not 
just the application) of general theories in psychology. But these 
process-oriented developments proceeded in virtual isolation from 
the content-oriented tradition of field research using survey methods. 

Toward the end of the decade, disillusionment began to set 
in (Ring, 1967). There were a variety of grounds for discontent. 
It became apparent to those who did not already know it that ex- 
perimentation is no royal road to truth: ambiguities abound in the 
experimental realization of theoretical concepts. Although the heavy 
social investment in experimental social psychology produced gains 
in the sophistication of experimental design and in alertness to al- 
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ternative possibilities of interpretation, experimentation (which 
came to involve increasingly intricate stage management) did not 
seem to be paying off as much as hoped in replicable results. And 
the issues to which the experiments were being addressed were get- 
ting increasingly detached from the real world of social—and politi- 
cal—behavior. 

The preciousness of much work in experimental social psy- 
chology also ran afoul of the tide of social concern and discontent 
that was sweeping the campuses with its call for “relevance.” Newly 
aroused ethical sensitivities were disturbed by the manipulative cast 
of sociopsychological experimentation, especially by its heavy reli- 
ance upon deception to bring social reality into the laboratory. And 
questions were raised, too, as to whether the experimenters them- 
selves were being deceived (Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1969). Mean- 
while, cold winds from Washington added their force to these in- 
trinsic trends. “Basic” research no longer could enjoy a growth 
economy, and the carrot of funds began to point in the direction of 
problem-focused studies. 

Concommitantly with these developments, social psycholo- 
gists who had sequestered themselves in the laboratory were becom- 
ing interested in field studies. Ingenuity was being directed to stage- 
managing field experiments that tested sociopsychological hypotheses 
in real-life settings with unwitting participants. (Ethical problems 
here, too!) An influential early example, which displayed the value 
and the great appeal of such an approach, was the exploration of 
the unresponsive bystander problem—why he so often remains unin- 
volved when help is urgently needed (Latané and Darley, 1970). 
D. T. Campbell (1969) was providing a rationale for social psy- 
chologists to regard “reforms as experiments” and contributing to 
the development of techniques for doing so. Field experimentation 
was thus added to survey research as an alternative—or a comple- 
ment—to the laboratory. 

As I write this chapter, it is too early to predict the extent to 
which the pendulum will swing. I hope that a better balance in re- 
search strategies will result, not just a change of fashion (Smith, 
1972). It is already clear, however, that the substantial recent re- 
views of theoretically oriented experimental studies of attitudes 
(Abelson and others, 1968; Insko, 1967; Kiesler, Collins, and 
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Miller, 1969; McGuire, 1968) adopted a more sanguine view of 
past and future achievements than comes easily to us today. 


The Yield of Attitude Research 


My own appraisal, as the reader surely understands, is cast 
in the emerging, more skeptical mode. There have been gains from 
two decades of eager experimentation, but their contribution to po- 
litical psychology is surely far less than that of the steady, relatively 
untheoretical progress toward describing and in part understanding 
the attitudinal determinants of political behavior, especially voting, 
by means of sampling surveys (see the review by Sears, 1969). I 
discuss the yield of experimental attitude research for political 
psychology under two headings: empirical generalizations and the 
relevance of theory. 

Empirical Generalizations. Experimental studies of persua- 
sive communication have yielded a number of generalizations that 
can be fitted into an untheoretical map, like the one with which 
Hovland, Janis, and Kelley (1953) began. For a readable summary 
of this “scientific rhetoric” I quote at length from Zimbardo and 
Ebbesen’s (1969, pp. 20-23) introduction to the psychology of atti- 
tude change. (Zimbardo and Ebbesen draw, in turn, from Karlins 
and Abelson, 1970.) The backup for these dogmatically phrased 
statements is most fully available in McGuire’s (1968) compendious 
chapter. 


A. The Persuader 
1. There will be more opinion change in the desired direction 
if the communicator has high credibility. 
Credibility is: 

a. Expertise (ability to know correct stand on issue). 

b. Trustworthiness (motivation to communicate knowledge 

without bias). 

2. The credibility of the persuader is less of a factor in opinion 
change later on than it is immediately after exposure. 
3. A communicator’s effectiveness is increased if he initially 
expressed some views that are also held by his audience. 
4. What [the members of] an audience [think] of a persuader 
may be directly influenced by what they think of his message. 
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5. The more extreme the opinion change that the communi- 
cator asks for, the more actual change he is likely to get. 

a. The greater the discrepancy (between communication and 
recipient’s initial position), the greater the attitude change, 
up to extremely discrepant points. 

b. With extreme discrepancy, and with low-credibility sources, 
there is a falling off in attitude change. 

6. Communicator characteristics irrelevant to the topic of his 
message can influence acceptance of its conclusion. 

B. How to Present the Issues 

l. Present one side of the argument when the audience is 
generally friendly, or when your position is the only one that 
will be presented, or when you want immediate, though tempo- 
rary, opinion change. 

2. Present both sides of the argument when the audience starts 
out disagreeing with you, or when it is probable that the 
audience will hear the other side from someone else. 

3. When opposite views are presented one after another, the 
one presented last will probably be more effective. . . . 

4. There will probably be more opinion change in the direction 
you want if you explicitly state your conclusions than if you let 
the audience draw their own, except when they are rather 
intelligent. Then implicit conclusion drawing is better. 

5. Sometimes emotional appeals are more influential, sometimes 
factual ones. It all depends on the kind of audience. 

6. Fear appeals: The findings generally show a positive rela- 
tionship between intensity of fear arousal and amount of attitude 
change, if recommendations for action are explicit and possible, 
but a negative reaction otherwise. 

7. The fewer the extrinsic justifications provided in the com- 
munication for engaging in counternorm behavior, the greater 
the attitude change after actual compliance [if it occurs]. 

8. No final conclusion can be drawn about whether the opening 
or closing parts of the communication should contain the more 
important material. 

9. Cues which forewarn the audience of the manipulative intent 
of the communication increase resistance to it, while the presence 


of distractors simultaneously presented with the message de- 
creases resistance. 


C. The Audience as Individuals 
1. The people you want most in your audience are often least 
likely to be there. There is evidence for selective seeking and 
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exposure to information consonant with one's position, but not 
for selective avoidance of information dissonant with one's 
position, 

2. The level of intelligence of an audience determines the effec- 
tiveness of some kinds of appeals. 

3. Successful persuasion takes into account the reasons under- 
lying attitudes as well as the attitudes themselves. That is, the 
techniques used must be tailored to the basis for developing 
the attitude. 

4, The individual's personality traits affect his susceptibility to 
persuasion; he is more easily influenced when his self-esteem is 
low. 

5. There are individuals who are highly persuasible and who 
will be easily changed by any influence attempt, but who are 
equally influenceable when faced with countercommunications. 
6. Ego involvement with the content of communication (its 
relation to ideological values of the audience) decreases the 
acceptance of its conclusions. Involvement with the conse- 
quences of one's response increases the probability of change 
and does so more when source-audience discrepancy is greater. 
7. Actively role-playing a previously unacceptable position in- 
creases its acceptability. 

D. The Influence of Groups 

1. A person's opinions and attitudes are strongly influenced by 
groups to which he belongs and wants to belong. 

2. A person is rewarded for conforming to the standards of the 
group and punished for deviating from them. 

3. People who are most attached to the group are probably 
least influenced by communications which conflict with group 
norms. 

4. Opinions which people make known to others are harder 
to change than opinions which people hold privately. 

5. Audience participation (group discussion and decision-mak- 
ing) helps to overcome resistance. 

6. Resistance to a counternorm communication increases with 
the salience of one's group identification. 

7. The support of even one other person weakens the powerful 
effect of a majority opinion on an individual. 

8. A minority of two people can influence the majority if they 
are consistent in their deviant responses. [The last two propo- 
sitions pertain to small face-to-face groups.] 
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E. The Persistence of Opinion Change 
1. In time, the effects of a persuasive communication tend to 
wear off. 

a. A communication from a positive source leads to more 
rapid decay of attitude change over time than one from 
a negative source. 

b. A complex or subtle message produces slower decay of 
attitude change. 

c. Attitude change is more persistent over time if the receiver 
actively participates in, rather than passively receives, the 
communication. 

2. Repeating a communication tends to prolong its influence. 

3. More of the desired opinion change may be found some time 
after exposure to the communication than right after exposure 
(sleeper effect) [which is greater for communications from less 
trustworthy or negatively evaluated communicators]. 


How the reader reacts to such a list must be a virtual 
Rorschach test of his orientation to social research. Most of the 
points seem obvious, yet the contraries of many of them could rea- 
sonably be maintained. The passage quoted is a fair rendition of 
the empirical outcome of an enormous amount of research—some 
of it directed primarily to more esoteric theoretical issues. As a 
rhetoric of political communication, it surely contributes to politi- 
cal psychology. Yet qualifications must be introduced about the 
evidential status of these assertions and about the adequacy of this 
account of persuasive communication for political psychology. 

Some of the propositions quoted (for instance, A-2, B-1, 
E-1, E-2, E-3) concern the longer-run consequences of exposure 
to a communication. But most of the research on which this sum- 
mary is based tests the immediate effects of very brief and therefore, 
in the long run, inconsequential communications. A confident scien- 
tific rhetoric would have to be based upon research that followed 
the effects of more extensive exposure to persuasive communication 
through longer time. 

As proposition C-1 recognizes implicitly, research on attitude 
change pertains mostly to what can be done to captive audiences. 
Except under totalitarian circumstances, political communication 
in the real world faces conditions quite other than those studied in 
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the laboratory. (See Hovland, 1959, for a discussion that attempts 
to reconcile the contrasting results of experimental studies of atti- 
tude change in response to attempts at persuasive influence, which 
typically find change to spare and sample surveys in the field, which 
typically do not.) Only McGuire (1964) makes a concerted attempt 
to study the conditions under which communication can induce 
resistance to counterpersuasion, and he limits his research to the 
special case of cultural truisms (like the precepts of good hygiene) 
that are not normally exposed to attack in the ordinary arena of com- 
munication. 

A more important empirical reservation is that the proposi- 
tions listed do not give sufficient prominence to the underlying fact 
of psychological inertia—resistance to change—which, after all, is 
the sensible response to any isolated new fact that challenges a per- 
son's existing attitudes (Janis and Smith, 1965). Particularly when 
the issue is important and therefore engages with well-established 
systems of belief and attitude, or with the norms of groups with 
which the person is identified, resistance make sense from the per- 
spective of adaptation, unless or until compelling evidence or social 
pressure is introduced. The fact of resistance, in persuasive commu- 
nication as well as in psychotherapy, makes the claims of would-be 
persuaders less menacing than they would otherwise be if taken at 
face value. 

More seriously, this experimental rhetoric is incomplete. Tt utterly 
ignores the impact of rational argument, such as cogent versus irrele- 
vant considerations, weighty versus trivial arguments, logical versus 
illogical reasoning. If the set of propositions gives the global im- 
pression of manipulativeness and disrespect for the political actor, 
the impression is fair. Although, to be sure, most political actors do 
operate at a discouragingly low level of rationality (Sears, 1969), 
the fact is that researchers have not brought the intrinsic features 
of rational argument under experimental scrutiny. The manipula- 
tive flavor of the conclusions drawn has to be understood in this 
context. 

Relevance of Theory. Since attitudes are learned in the first 
place, and enduring change in attitudes is a matter of further 
learning, theories of learning are one major approach to the con- 
ceptualization of attitude change. Attitudes can also be seen as 
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embodying the results of information processing and in turn affect 
the way that a person conceives and judges aspects of his world. 
Theories of the cognitive processes are therefore a second source of 
hypotheses about attitude change. And as organized dispositions to- 
ward psychological objects, attitudes are important components of 
personality. A third group of theoretical orientations to attitude 
change thus have their roots in personality theory. These differing 
theoretical orientations highlight different research questions that in- 
volve different variables, so they are perhaps best regarded as com- 
plementary rather than competitive. 

Let us first look briefly at learning theories. We have already 
noted that Skinner’s radically behavioristic treatment of learning 
bypasses attitudes, along with all other dispositional concepts, and 
focuses on the stimulus control of discrete responses as it is estab- 
lished and maintained by specified contingencies of “reinforcement” 
(Skinner, 1957). This is a program that can be argued in principle, 
and illustrated, but hardly carried out in adequate detail to meet the 
needs of students of political behavior. The analyst of political be- 
havior can nevertheless learn from the Skinnerians to attend closely 
to the payoff contingencies of reward and punishment (reinforce- 
ment) under which particular politically relevant behaviors are “ac- 
quired" and to the current contingencies under which they are 
maintained. Such attention to significant detail can be a healthy cor- 
rective to the sloppy habits that a global functionalism may seem to 
countenance. (The functionalist perspective is presented at some 
length below.) As a critical perspective, moreover, Skinnerian be- 
haviorism usefully questions the assumption that attitudes are in- 
trinsically structured. (The degree to which public beliefs and atti- 
tudes are structured in the sense of patterns of correlations across 
persons is readily exaggerated; see Converse, 1964.) To the extent 
that the coherence of beliefs, attitudes, and behavior can be ac- 
counted for by external contingencies, the concept of intrinsic struc- 
ture can be misleading. What people say and what they do are 
surely governed in part by different contingencies, different positive 
and negative sanctions. The Skinnerians usefully remind us of this, 
though I do not believe that their theoretical strategy can be ex- 
tended to deal adequately with the domain of political psychology. 

Psychologists have drawn on the broader framework of 
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stimulus-response (S-R) learning theory for a conceptual language 
to apply in the study of attitude change, which they analyze in terms 
of the familiar categories of stimulus and response, incentives, rein- 
forcement, generalization, discrimination, and conflict. As illus- 
trated in the work of the Yale group (Hovland, Janis, and Kelley, 
1953), the categories of learning theory serve heuristically to set the 
terms of empirical problems and to suggest lines of interpretation 
that give direction to subsequent investigation—rather than to gen- 
erate specific hypotheses. Campbell (1963) suggests that in this 
kind of use, the S-R and cognitive languages may well be inter- 
translatable and equivalent for most purposes. The student of politi- 
cal psychology need feel under no obligation to learn the S-R lan- 
guage, I think, unless he wishes to pursue some of the technical 
psychological literature. The recent stream of interest in the experi- 
mental psychology of verbal learning has yet to influence attitude 
research and theory, to which it might be thought to be especially 
relevant. 

As mentioned, cognitive theories are another source of hy- 
potheses about attitude change. There has always been a strong 
cognitive emphasis in the psychology of attitudes. As the philosophi- 
cal basis for dogmatic positivism lost its legitimacy and psychologists 
ceased to be cowed by its dictates (see Koch, 1959), cognitively 
oriented theories of attitudes came into greater prominence. 

In the traditional alignment of controversy in systematic 
psychology, learning theories were linked with behaviorism and cog- 
nitive theories with Gestalt psychology. During the period of be- 
havioristic predominance, the Gestalt psychologist Asch attacked the 
stimulus-response account of “prestige suggestion” (a traditional 
topic in the earlier literature on attitude change) in a series of 
studies that are described in his excellent textbook (Asch, 1952). 
The controversy centered on how to interpret the empirical fact that 
people tend to evaluate a slogan or literary passage more highly 
when it is attributed to a prestigious source than when it is at- 
tributed to a source toward whom they feel less favorable. The S-R 
account asserted an essentially mechanical process of associative 
learning, in which the positive or negative affect aroused by the 
source adheres to the message (on the model of classical condition- 
ing). Asch’s Gestalt-oriented view held, to the contrary, that at- 
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tribution serves rather to provide a new context of meaning; this 
new context induces changes in the cognitive object, so that changed 
evaluative judgments and accompanying affect are then appropriate. 
At least two issues apparently are involved. One has to do with the 
priority of cognitive as compared with affective factors in attitude 
change. Do people change their feelings about an object because 
they have come to see it differently, or do they change their beliefs 
about it to fit prior alterations in their feelings? The evidence now 
seems clear that both processes occur; what may be primary is a 
tendency to bring beliefs and feelings into congruence (Rosenberg, 
1960). From present perspectives, the second issue also seems less 
clearly drawn than it did in 1950: Are the processes of influence 
to be interpreted in associative or in meaningful terms? Recent 
elaborations of associative theory, which emphasize central media- 
tional processes intervening between stimulus and response, tend to 
converge with the older cognitive theories. Heat has dissipated from 
controversy as theorists socialized to feel at home with stimulus- 
response or with cognitive terminologies came to see their differences 
as more a matter of linguistic preference and conceptual strategy 
and less a question of truth versus falsity.* 

During the heyday of experimental research on attitude 
change, the main focus of attention concerned theories of cognitive 
consistency (Abelson and others, 1968). The topic became elabo- 
rated to such an extreme that it defies responsible summary in my 
allotted space. I therefore restrict myself to identifying a few of the 
main contenders in the barest terms, preparatory to venturing some 
judgments about the contribution of consistency theories to political 
psychology. 

One kind of consistency that seems firmly established but be- 
cause of its obviousness (once established) has not attracted a great 
deal of research is that between beliefs and feelings (Rosenberg, 
1960) ; that is, there is a strong tendency for people to bring their 
beliefs and feelings into line. The tendency of voters to support the 
issue stands of their preferred party has been interpreted by Sears 
(1969) as reflecting such a rationalizing trend toward consistency. 
Along somewhat similar lines, Rosenberg and Abelson (1960) de- 


1 The discussion of Asch is adapted from Smith, 1968a, p. 461. 
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veloped a formal model for assessing the degree of “balance” in atti- 
tudinal structures, conceived as networks in which affectively evalu- 
ated cognitive elements are linked by positive, negative, or null 
relations. Thus, to draw on one of their examples, a state of imbal- 
ance is illustrated by a student who favors coeds at Yale, wants good 
grades, yet believes that having coeds at Yale would interfere with 
getting good grades. The imbalance motivates a search for a bal- 
ance-producing resolution, which might be attained by changing the 
affective sign (+ or —) of “coeds at Yale" or of “good grades” or of 
the imputed relation between the terms, or by introducing further 
cognitive differentiation in one or the other term. Attitude change 
is accounted for by pressures to restore balance when new informa- 
tion has upset it. The formal model, which develops widely influen- 
tial ideas suggested by Heider (1958), has not been extensively 
tested. 

The ability of cognitive-affective consistency theory, taken 
rather loosely, to suggest political strategies is illustrated by Rosen- 
berg (1967) in regard to peace-oriented politics of the cold war 
era (Rosenberg also draws on the broader gamut of empirical gen- 
eralizations and theories about attitude change) and by Rosenberg, 
Verba, and Converse (1970) in regard to peace advocacy during 
the Vietnam war. In a handbook for doves, the latter authors urge 
that “the great persuasion task is to show Americans that some of 
the doubts they already feel are indeed very legitimate ones, and 
that the [hawkish] Southeast Asian policy which they still endorse 
and mildly favor does, in fact, violate their positive values and ad- 
vance negative ones” (p. 97). The relative lack of firmly crystallized, 
consistent structure in dovish or hawkish attitudes (Converse and 
Schumann, 1970) suggested to the authors that the appropriate 
cultivation of inconsistencies could change public attitudes in the 
direction they favored. 

By far the greatest experimental attention has been devoted 
to Festinger’s (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance. The theory it- 
self is simple (too simple, its critics maintain). Any two cognitive 
elements—beliefs or bits of knowledge—may be either consonant, 
dissonant, or irrelevant to one another. Dissonance occurs when one 
element follows psychologically from the contrary of the other. Thus, 
my knowledge that I have irretrievably purchased a new house is 
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dissonant with my awareness of each of the disadvantages entailed 
in my purchase. The total amount of dissonance that a person ex- 
periences is a function of the importance of the elements in a dis- 
sonant relationship and of the proportion of relevant relations that 
are dissonant. People tend to attempt to reduce dissonance when it 
arises: states of dissonance have motivational properties. Dissonance 
may be reduced in three major ways: by changing one or more of 
the elements involved in dissonant relations, by adding new cogni- 
tive elements that are consonant with already existing cognitions, 
and by decreasing the importance of the dissonant elements. A gen- 
eral tendency for cognitions to be brought into correspondence with 
impinging reality is assumed.’ 

In many respects this capsule summary is misleading, though 
accurate. One could never guess from it the main preoccupations 
of dissonance research or the nature of its contribution. In the first 
place, dissonance theory has been applied by Festinger and others 
to a much narrower range of phenomena than was implied by 
Festinger’s initial general statement: mainly to the case in which a 
person’s knowledge of what he has just done is dissonant with his 
awareness of grounds for not having done it—a special case indeed. 
Thus, the smaller the bribe or threat used to induce a person to take 
a public stand contrary to his private attitude, the more likely he is 
subsequently to change his private attitude in the direction of public 
action. Knowledge that one has sold out for a small price is more 
dissonant with knowledge of one’s discrepant private attitude than is 
knowledge that the price is right, and it therefore results in greater 
pressure to attitude change (when other routes for the reduction of 
dissonance are excluded experimentally). Such nonobvious predic- 
tions have been the stock in trade of dissonance theorists. 

Nowhere in research on dissonance theory is the amount of 
dissonance independently assessed, and the impression that cognitive 
elements can be isolated, weighed, and counted is wrong. Festinger 
and his followers compensate for the weakness of the theory in this 
respect (the lack of coordinating definitions to link it with social 
reality) by great ingenuity in the creation of special experimental 
situations where the presumed balance of elements is such that pre- 


2 The foregoing paragraph is adapted from Smith, 1968a, p. 463. 
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dictions can be generated. The theory is thus ill adapted to applica- 
tion in the interpretation of social behavior outside the laboratory. 

Much of the ingenuity of Festingerian experimentation goes 
into “conning” the experimental subject into taking a stand or en- 
gaging in a specified behavior while under the impression that he 
has a free choice. The predictions of the theory mostly concern what 
happens after this behavior because of the cognitive discrepancies 
that it gives rise to. The elaborate manipulations employed to set up 
situations in which the theory can be tested are themselves more a 
matter of artistry than of theory. This whole line of research has 
tended to substitute experimental ingenuity for theoretical explicit- 
ness. 

Several years ago I was taken to task by some of my col- 
leagues for the following appraisal of dissonance theory: “The con- 
jecture may be ventured that, in the long run, dissonance theory will 
turn out to have made sense of certain paradoxical feedback effects 
of a person’s behavior upon his attitudes but to have said little that 
is important about the main themes governing the formation of 
attitudes and the direction of behavior. Or it may become incorpo- 
rated in a more comprehensive theory that deals with these themes. 
The lure of the paradoxical *nonobvious prediction' can deflect at- 
tention from the main story. which may be ‘obvious’ but needs to be 
formulated and specified” ( Smith, 19682, p. 464). I now feel com- 
fortable in standing by this assessment. There is some solid residue 
from the flood of research oriented to dissonance theory, but it is 
clearly no longer at the cutting edge of apparent advance in social 
psychology. Attention has turned elsewhere. 

Paradoxically, the consistency theories, dissonance theory 
among them, are poles apart from the cognitive theory of Asch 
(1952), which, Gestalt-wise, exaggerated the rationality of human 
judgments. (Asch claims that even if people have to decide and act 
on inadequate or distorted information, they still can be counted on 
to behave rationally in the world as they see it. The kind of irra- 
tionality brought to light by Freud embarrassed him, and he could 
only treat it residually.) Consistency theory has turned out to be 
mainly a theory of rationalization, not of rationality. In its alterna- 
tive versions, it gives a good account of the strain toward a simple 
complacent view of oneself and the world, which, we can agree, is 
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all too characteristic of political attitudes. It has much less to say 
about the circumstances in which some people, some of the time, 
come to attend to uncomfortably insistent facts and even to seck 
them out—though both Rosenberg and Abelson ( 1960), and 
Heider (1958) before them, had the promising thought that we 
move toward views that are more complex cognitively because sim- 
pler ones make trouble for us, either in our commerce with reality 
or in keeping our own inner peace. 

An additional cognitively oriented approach to attitude 
change remains to be considered. This approach—the application 
of psychological theories of judgment (Sherif and Hovland, 1961; 
Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall, 1965) —has, I think, more direct ap- 
Plicability to political attitudes and behavior than the consistency 
theories, though it is less fully developed and tested in research. Ac- 
cording to this approach, a person’s attitude on a controversial issue 
corresponds to the range of discriminable opinion positions that he 
finds acceptable. The person’s latitude of acceptance is typically nar- 
rower than the accompanying latitude of rejection when he is highly 
ego-involved with the issue or when his position is extreme. In re- 
sponding to a persuasive communication that advocates a particular 
position on the issue, he first locates it on a subjective pro-con scale 
of favorability with respect to the issue. The persuasive effect of the 
communication on the recipient will depend heavily on the distance 
between the recipient’s own stand and where he locates the position 
advocated by the communication on his scale of judgment. Maximal 
persuasive effects are to be expected when the position advocated in 
the communication falls within the recipient’s latitude of acceptance 
but near its boundary. (If the position advocated falls centrally in 
the person’s latitude of acceptance, he agrees with it, but there is 
no occasion for persuasion.) Under these conditions, the recipient 
is likely to minimize its judged distance from his own position (as- 
similation effect) and to be open to its influence. When the position 
of the communication falls within his latitude of rejection, he is 
likely to exaggerate its judged distance from his own stand (contrast 
effect) and to resist influence. On issues that do not ego-involve the 
recipient, relatively broad latitudes of acceptance may be expected. 
Under these circumstances the more the position of the communica- 
tion differs from that of the recipient, the greater the persuasive 
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effect, within broad limits. High ego involvement, however, is ac- 
companied by narrow latitudes of acceptance. With high ego in- 
volvement, therefore, contrast effects are likely to magnify the per- 
ceived discrepancy between the positions of the communication and 
the recipient. A more discrepant communication would thus be ex- 
pected to be less effective.* 

An additional concept drawn by Sherif from the psychology 
of judgment concerns the anchoring of judgments to particularly 
strong or salient reference points. If I know that a particular weight 
is heavy, I am likely to judge any lesser weight as light. So with 
opinions: depending on which ones define a radical position on my 
subjective scale, my judgments of what is liberal will vary. The ex- 
treme or end stimuli in any continuum of judgment are especially 
likely to serve as anchors when a person has had little experience 
with an ordered stimulus series on the particular dimension, when 
the potential range of stimulus values is unknown, or when no ex- 
plicit standards for judgment are provided (Kiesler, Collins, and 
Miller, 1969, pp. 241—242). 

"There are problems with the theory, and data from the fairly 
substantial body of research that it has stimulated are not entirely 
consistent with it. On the whole, however, principles of social judg- 
ment are directly suggestive about important phenomena of political 
life. In observing the radical protest politics of the late 1960s, for 
example, I often thought that a constructive political consequence 
of dramatizing an uncompromisingly pure and extreme position— 
say, on the Vietnam war—is to establish a new extreme “end 
anchor” in people’s scales of political judgment. The extreme posi- 
tion will not initially attract many supporters, and when it is pro- 
moted without benefit of invitation to reasonable compromise, it is 
hardly designed to do so. But to the extent that it catches the 
public eye sufficiently to anchor a new end point on people’s sub- 
jective scale, it may lead people to redefine what they regard as a 
moderate position and thus contribute to shifting the grounds of 
political debate. 

Another group of theories, personality-oriented theories of 
attitudes, were low in prestige during the boom years of laboratory 
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experimentalism, if only because individual differences in personality 
cannot themselves be manipulated as independent variables. (But 
the empirically oriented Yale program nonetheless paid attention 
to personality variables as facilitating, limiting, or interacting with 
the independent variables of persuasive communication; see Hov- 
land and Janis, 1959.) Before surveying the theories that guided 
such research as did go on, we need to clear up a confusion that I 
think prevails in references to personality factors in political psy- 
chology. 

For most writers outside of psychology, personality has come 
to connote the realm of deep motivational dynamics typified by 
Freudian psychoanalysis. When researchers announce, with disap- 
pointment or with satisfaction, that they have tried and failed to 
show the relevance of personality factors to some class of outcomes 
in political and social life, attempts to show the effects of variables 
in this realm are usually at issue. A less restrictive conception of 
personality is also possible, and I think has much to recommend it. 

According to this view, personality is the overall organization 
of a person's dispositions. From this perspective, attitudes themselves 
are important components of personality and also may be regarded 
as influenced by the encompassing personality system in which they 
are embedded. Social psychologists have focused mostly on relatively 
superficial attitudes, leaving the more central ones to clinicians (like 
attitudes toward the self and complementary attitudes toward the 
world, such as hopefulness and trust or suspiciousness and despair). 
But there is nothing inherent to the concept of attitude that pushes 
it outside the realm of personality or even toward its periphery. 

Researchers of many persuasions have drawn upon psycho- 
analytic theory for hypotheses about the motivational sources of 
attitude formation and change. Although Sarnoff (1960) has at- 
tempted the most direct and explicit application to the theory of so- 
cial attitudes, the most substantial impact has undoubtedly come via 
the theory of the authoritarian personality (Adorno and others, 
1950). The prejudiced person, and by implication the proto-fascist, 
uses his attitudes to maintain a rigid and defensive posture; bolsters 
his vulnerable self-esteem by identifying with the strong and re- 
jecting the weak; and resolves his own uncertainties and keeps his 
unacceptable impulses in check (while giving them covert expres- 
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sion) by cleaving moralistically to a world of clear-cut alternatives, 
one in which the safe areas of conventional respectability seem 
bounded by unknown dangers and conspiracies. This is a special 
theory of a particular type of political-social orientation that I would 
myself place in a broader framework of functional theory (see be- 
low). The theory is better than much of the research that has been 
adduced to support or to refute it. It is still very much alive and rele- 
vant. 

Christie's concept of Machiavellianism (Christie and Geis, 
1970) occupies a similar position—intermediate between attitudes, 
ideology, and personality—though its sources are not psychoanalytic. 
Scores on the Mach scale, drawn in part from Machiavelli's writ- 
ings, tap an orientation of manipulativeness and cynicism about hu- 
man nature that turns out to have behavioral consequences in ac- 
cord with expectations in contrived experimental situations. 'The 
dimension has obvious relevance to political behavior. 

A theoretical approach to attitudes and attitude change that 
has yet to be elaborated would draw upon conceptions of the self. 
The data upon which such a theory could build come not from the 
laboratory, with its pallid ego involvements (Sherif and Cantril, 
1947), but from the engagements of self in life crises—including the 
crises artificially provoked by the Chinese communists in brainwash- 
ing and "thought reform" (Lifton, 1961; Schein, Schneier, and 
Barker, 1961) and in psychotherapy. Laboratory studies of attitude 
change have perforce been confined to attitudes that do not make 
too much difference to people, and the theories to which they have 
given rise may well be correspondingly limited. 

In successful cases of brainwashing, a person's deep-seated 
convictions are attacked and their social supports withdrawn to 
achieve a profound reorientation of attitudes. The metaphor of 
“death and rebirth” comes naturally here, as in the case of religious 
conversion. If attitudes that have become central constituents of 
the self are to be changed, the person's very sense of identity must 
be challenged; guilt is evoked, confessed, and expiated. The person 
is then given practice in performing the roles of his prescribed new 
identity and is supported in this identity by a new set of social re- 
lationships. Erikson (1958) has given a strikingly similar account 
of Martin Luther’s transformation from a young layman into a 
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monk. The parallels between attitude change in self-involving life 
situations and in psychotherapy (in faith healing and brainwashing 
as well) have been noted in a provocative and readable book 
(Frank, 1972). 

The most systematic recent attempt to formulate the com- 
mon ingredients of these "self-reconstitution" processes is by Sarbin 
and Adler (1970-1971), whose conception of the self is embedded 
in the more general perspective of social role theory. They note the 
following common themes: the enactment of symbolic death and 
rebirth, the importance of the group or the “other” as a source of 
role demands and a model for identification, the use of ritual be- 
havior, reliance on proprioceptive stimuli to manipulate “core an- 
chorages” of the self, and the prominence of “trigger” events that 
enhance the process of conversion. In the cases they examined, they 
observe that “three central processes appear to be at work: (1) a 
physical and/or psychological assault (symbolic death); (2) sur- 
render and despair (becoming a nonperson); and (3) a working 
through, active mastery, reeducation, or adaptation process (the 
rebirth experience)" (pp. 614-615). Unfortunately, largely be- 
cause of the emphasis on laboratory studies of attitudes, these im- 
portant processes have not been treated in most formal presentations 
of attitude theory. Among the academically based contributions 
that can be drawn upon to extend this view of fundamental, self- 
involving attitude change is Rokeach’s (1960, 1968) structural 
treatment of personal belief and value systems, in which (among 
other distinctions) he contrasts a central region of primitive beliefs 
about the self and world with a peripheral region comprising beliefs 
received on authority. 

A final set of personality-oriented theories to be considered 
has come to be known as the functional approach, because their 
angle of access is concerned with the functions that opinions and 
attitudes serve in the ongoing economy of personality. During the 
era dominated by laboratory experiments, functional theory did not 
enjoy much prestige among experimental social psychologists, al- 
though the variant proposed by Katz and Stotland (1959) gen- 
erated its share of research. We have already noted that personality- 
oriented theories did not fit the experimentalist mold of focusing on 
independent variables that could be manipulated. The laboratory 
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era was also a time of formalization, of miniature theories that 
seemed to lend themselves to definitive test. In contrast, functional 
theory attempted to create a coherently eclectic framework in which, 
for example, the defensive processes highlighted by psychoanalysis 
have an appropriate place—but only a place, not an exclusive 
billing. 

From the standpoint of aspirants to hard science, another 
drawback inheres in any functional approach: it is admittedly only 
a way station en route to a more detailed causal analysis. Only from 
a dubious teleological standpoint can functions be regarded as ex- 
planations. In his focus on the adaptive transactions of the human 
organism, the functional theorist rests his pragmatic case on the de 
facto teleology of the adaptive process. He insists that although func- 
tions are not causes, an analysis of how a person’s opinions and at- 
titudes are useful to him is bound to be relevant to a causal under- 
standing of their acquisition, maintenance, and change. In the social 
psychology of attitudes, he would argue, we may need to go through 
the naturalistic functionalism of Darwin before it makes sense for 
us to aspire to the causal models of Watson and Crick. Psychology 
has a bad habit of aping the most advanced models of the hard 
sciences, whether it is ready for them or not. 

If we are concerned with understanding the personal basis 
of political attitudes and their contribution to political behavior, 
some of the features of the functional approach that put off the 
experimentalists may even be appealing. This may explain why the 
schema advanced in Opinions and Personality (Smith, Bruner, and 
White, 1956) may have had more currency among political scien- 
tists than it has had in psychology. Greenstein’s Personality and 
Politics (1969), which featured it saliently, surely has much to do 
with its currency in his discipline. 


Functional Approach* 


The functionalist conceptual map presented in Figure 1 is 


an outgrowth of my attempts to apply the approach developed in 


o pinions and Personality to the analysis of various problems involv- 
ing social attitudes and behavior—in particular, McCarthyism, civil 


4 This section is adapted from Smith, 1968e. 
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liberties, and anti-Semitism. I have also found it useful in teaching. 
It is not a theory that can be confirmed or falsified but rather a 
declaration of intellectual strategy to be judged as profitable or 
sterile rather than as true or false. As a framework, it provides a 
roost for verifiable assertions. My main claim for it is that it may 
help to counterbalance the normal human tendency to stress the ex- 
clusive importance of the variables or theories that one is momen- 
tarily captured by. A second claim is that such an armchair “path 
analysis? of relationships between types of variables can undercut 
prevalent disputes between partial accounts regarded by their pro- 
ponents as mutually exclusive but perhaps better regarded as 
complemenary. 

For the moment, disregard the tangle of arrows in the fine 
structure of the map and look only at the five major panels identi- 
fied by Roman numerals. In keeping with the psychological focus of 
the map, Personality Processes and Dispositions (panel III) occupy 
the center of the stage. Because we are used to reading them from 
left to right, I have put the payoff in Political Behavior (panel V) 
at the extreme right. Imagine that panel to include any politically 
relevant actions that we may be interested in: voting, information- 
seeking, influence attempts, administrative decision-making, or even 
question-answering. Our observational data come from this panel 
and the other peripheral ones; only by reconstruction and inference 
do we arrive at the contents of panel III. 

Starting with Political Behavior (panel V), the arrows 
(marked A and B) that link it with Personality Processes and Dis- 
positions (panel III) and with the Situation as Immediate Antece- 
dent of Action (panel IV) represent Lewin's methodological pre- 
mise: All social behavior is to be analyzed as a joint resultant of 
characteristics of the person, on the one hand, and of his psycho- 
logical situation, on the other. To specify the contribution of either 
requires taking the other into account. To take this feature of the 
map seriously is to regard the old quarrel between psychologists and 
sociologists about the relative importance of personal dispositions 
versus situations as silly and outmoded: the two classes of determi- 
nants are jointly indispensable. Depending on the behavioral out- 
come in question and historical contingencies, one or the other may 
control more of the variance; one or the other may also be stra- 
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tegically morc accessible if we are interested in influencing the be- 
havior. Thus, changing the law (panel IV) may be a better way of 
reducing racist behavior than attempting to change personality— 
even if one grants the correctness of the theory of authoritarianism. 

Causal antecedents can be traced back from each of the 
two panels that show immediate determinants of action. From Per- 
sonality (panel III) a cluster of arrows leads us to panel II, Social 
Environment as Context for the Development of Personality and 
Acquisition of Attitudes. Both the environment of socialization 
(panel II) and the immediate situation of action (panel IV) have 
their own more distal antecedents, represented in panel I. Historical, 
economic, and institutional factors have their impact on individual 
behavior—both by shaping the contexts in which socialization oc- 
curs and attitudes are learned (arrow D) and as sources of the fea- 
tures of the immediate situations in which action takes place (arrow 
E). 

'The broken arrows from panel V reflect the consequences of 
political behavior, which may alter the situation in which it occurs 
(arrow F), and cumulate across the many actions of many persons 
to modify the social environments that shape and support the at- 
titudes of each (arrow H), in the longer run constituting history and 
shaping institutions (arrow I). Arrow G, leading back from be- 
havior to personal dispositions in panel III, represents the effects 
that self-committing behavior can have on attitudes. This is the 
phenomenon so much emphasized by Festinger (1957), which 
stands in its own right independently of dissonance theory. A politi- 
cal actor who adopts a position for expedient reasons may be con- 
vinced by his own rhetoric. 

With the broad framework of the map clarified, we can now 
turn to the details. Consider first panel III, Personality Processes and 
Dispositions, working from right to left within the panel. We are 
concerned here with the inferred dispositions that the person brings 
to any situation that he encounters, and with their motivational 
basis. The problem is a dual one: to formulate how a person’s at- 
titudes come to bear on his political behavior and how these atti- 
tudes arise and are sustained in relation to their part in his ongoing 
psychological economy. 

A first point that the map suggests is that we cannot take for 
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granted just which of a person's attitudes will become engaged as a 
codeterminant of his behavior in a political situation. Political scien- 
tists are probably less naive than psychologists about this. A citizen's 
vote for one or another presidential candidate depends, as we know 
(Campbell and others, 1960), not only on his focal attitude toward 
that candidate but also on attitudes toward alternative candidates, 
toward party, and toward issues. As arrows M, N, and O are in- 
tended to indicate, the situation plays a dual role. It engages with 
certain of the person's attitudes and leaves in abeyance others that 
might potentially be engaged; and it serves as a codeterminant of 
behavior, together with the engaged attitudes. An example: On the 
floor of Congress, certain of a congressman's attitudes become en- 
gaged with the issue under discussion— different ones, very likely, 
from those that would be engaged in his discussion of the same issue 
with an important constituent. But what he says in either situation 
(and saying is behaving) will depend not only on his engaged at- 
titudes but on what seems appropriate and instrumentally effective, 
given the norms and contingencies of each situation. 

These complex relationships give us no reason to suppose 
that people's political behavior should correspond to their attitudes 
on a single focal issue in any simple way. There are other technical 
aspects to the problem of the relation between attitudes and be- 
havior (Fishbein, 1967) ; if the foregoing analysis makes sense, how- 
ever, much of the puzzlement of sociologists and psychologists about 
the lack of clear correspondence between attitudes and behavior is 
pointless, 

Moving to the left of panel III, we turn to the problem of 
how attitudes are formed and sustained. Three functions of attitudes 
are proposed, slightly modified from Smith, Bruner, and White 
(1956). 

Under object appraisal we recognize the ways in which a 
person’s attitudes serve him by sizing up significant aspects of the 
world in terms of their relevance to his motives, interests, and values. 
All attitudes, not just prejudice, involve an element of prejudg- 
ment: they are useful to the person in part because they prepare 
him for his encounters with reality, enabling him to avoid the con- 
fusion and inefficiency of appraising each new situation afresh. 

A person’s attitudes not only embody a provisional appraisal 
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of what for him is significant reality but also serve to mediate the 
kinds of relationships with others and the kind of conception of self 
that he wants to maintain. Is it important to the decision-maker to 
think of himself as a liberal Democrat? If so, his adopting a liberal 
position on an issue may contribute to his self-regard as well as to 
maintaining his standing with his political fellows. 

Finally comes the class of functions to which psychoanalytic 
depth psychology has given the closest attention, here labeled ex- 
ternalization and ego defense, which underlies the theory of the au- 
thoritarian personality (Adorno and others, 1950). Here there is 
a covert agenda: the person’s attitude is really less concerned with 
the avowed object than with containing some inner conflict that is 
analogically linked with it. McClosky’s (1967) data suggest a sub- 
stantial ingredient of externalization in isolationist attitudes. Not 
only do isolationists tend to score high on scales of hostility, para- 
noia, misanthropy, and authoritarianism—content that suggests un- 
finished intrapsychic business—but they also show more contempt 
than others for weakness and more intolerance of human frailty. As 
McClosky notes, it may be logically inconsistent for an isolationist 
simultaneously to fear the demonic power of others and to scorn 
them for their weaknesses, The psychological consistency lies in the 
realm of externalization. 

The arrows P, Q, and R raise the functional question about 
the motivation underlying any attitude. Different topics may be 
biased toward one or another function (think of the fluoridation 
issue, for example), and on the same topic people will differ in the 
balance of the functional mix on which their attitudes are based. 

We have by now traced through enough of the map to place 
on it the distinctions drawn by Kelman (1958) in a widely cited 
article on three processes of opinion change. Compliance in overt 
behavior for the sake of rewards or punishments represents the im- 
pact of arrow B—the predominance of situational pressures over 
one’s own attitude in the resultant behavior. This is really not a case 
of opinion change but of social influence on behavior. Identification, 
which “can be said to occur when an individual accepts influence 
because he wants to establish or maintain a satisfying self-defining 
relationship to another person or group” (p. 53), corresponds in 
my terms to influence governed by mediation of self-other relation- 
ships. Internalization “can be said to occur when an individual ac- 
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cepts influence because the content of the induced behavior—the 
ideas and actions of which it is composed—is intrinsically rewarding. 
He adopts the induced behavior because it is congruent with his 
value system. He may consider it useful for the solution of a problem 
or find it congenial to his needs” (p. 53). This formulation closely 
parallels my conception of object appraisal. As Kelman notes, the 
conditions and consequences of social influence are describably dif- 
ferent for the three cases. The function of externalization and ego 
defense understandably falls outside his scheme, since it does not 
lend itself so obviously to deliberate social influence (his scheme 
really pertains more germanely to social influence than to opinion 
change). Attitudes strongly grounded in this function are likely to 
be held rigidly, but if they do change, the change is likely to be 
saltatory and irrational, to another attitude that is dynamically 
equivalent for the person, as in the conversion of a true-believing 
Communist to a true-believing Catholic. 

Returning to the map, arrows § and T, near the bottom of 
panel III, reflect a different kind of relationship, which falls out- 
side a strictly functional analysis. A person's attitudes and the way 
they engage with particular political situations bear the mark of his 
stylistic traits of personality as well as of the purposes that they 
serve him. Intelligence or stupidity, incisiveness or vagueness, zest 
or apathy, optimism or pessimism, decisiveness or hesitation—cogni- 
tive, temperamental, and behavioral traits like these have their own 
history and may perhaps partly be residues of the person’s previous 
motivational conflicts, but their immediate relevance for his politi- 
cal attitudes and behavior is hardly motivational. 

As we turn to panel II at the left of the map, we now have 
a basis for identifying aspects of the person’s social environment 
that are relevant to the development, maintenance, and change of 
his political attitudes. To the extent that object appraisal is involved, 
he should be responsive to the information that his environment 
provides about the attitudinal object or issue (arrow U). The actual 
facts about it will be important in this connection only insofar as 
they affect the information that is socially available to him. The 
quantity and. quality of this information will obviously vary widely 
from issue to issue and across the various niches that people occupy 
in society. 

The information about a topic that reaches a person has a 
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dual relevance, as the internal arrows in panel II are intended to 
suggest: it feeds into his processes of object appraisal, and it also 
carries a second-order message about the social norms that prevail. 
When discussion of birth control began to percolate through Catho- 
lic channels, new grist was provided for object appraisal; and, in 
addition, the important news was conveyed that these previously 
taboo topics had become moot and discussable. As arrow V indi- 
cates, the second motivational basis of attitudes—the mediation of 
self-other relationships—may then lead to a state of affairs in which 
it becomes safe to think in new ways. These relationships link refer- 
ence-group theory (Merton, 1957, pp. 255-386; Kelley, 1952) to 
the functional analysis of attitude formation and change. 

A person’s life situation and socialization experiences may 
also predispose him—in general or in a particular topical domain— 
toward one or another of the functional bases of attitudes (arrows 
W, X, and Y). What makes the rational man, in which the first 
function predominates? A good guess is that part of the story is rear- 
ing by loving and confident parents who give reasons for their dis- 
cipline. In the shorter run, environments that sustain self-esteem 
and allay anxiety should also favor object appraisal. Research by 
the Witkin group (1962) on field dependence-independence and 
Miller and Swanson’s work (1958, 1960) on child-rearing and per- 
sonality in entrepreneurial and bureaucratic families contain sugges- 
tions about the sources of primary orientation to the second func- 
tion, mediation of self-other relationships. As for externalization and 
ego defense, I would guess that conditions that subject the develop- 
ing person to arbitrary authority, that deflate self-esteem, that arouse 
vague anxiety, that provoke hostility but block its direct expression 
are likely sources. 

In order to provide a useful simplification, any map leaves 
out complexities that it does not attempt to handle. This one assumes 
the basic processes of motivation, perception, and learning rather 
than spelling them out. Thus, the threefold functional classification 
sorts out the ways in which a person’s attitudes are rooted in his 
underlying motives, whatever they may be, without spelling out a 
conception of human motivation. As for perception, the map ignores 
the perceptual screening processes that intervene between the en- 
vironmental facts (panel II) and what the person makes of them 
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(panel III) ; likewise, between the immediate situation as it might 
appear to an objective observer (panel IV) and how the person de- 
fines it for himself. In regard to learning, the present formulation 
makes the broad functionalist assumption (compatible with either a 
reinforcement or a cognitive theory of learning) that in general 
people acquire attitudes that are useful to them. But it ignores the 
details of the learning process and the persistence of learned struc- 
tures beyond their original point of usefulness. It also ignores inci- 
dental learning, according to which a person may acquire much of 
the content of his political attitudes in an unfocused, only mildly 
attentive effort to make sense of his world. At the time of learning 
there may be little or no real payoff in object appraisal or mediation 
of self-other relations; yet should the occasion arise, the basis for 
resonance to certain political positions rather than others has been 
laid. 


Political Attitudes and the Model of Political Man 


The functional view of political attitudes, as I have just illus- 
trated it, fits a view of man as a political actor who is guided in part 
by rational considerations of how to advance his values and inter- 
ests according to his lights, in part by the social imperative to locate 
himself in relation to significant others, and in part by irrational by- 
products of his symbolic ways of handling his inner conflicts. The 
quasi-teleological phrasing embedded in the functionalist approach 
is in keeping with the view of man as an actor or agent, not as a 
mechanism or robot, which it seems to me is essential if the realm of 
politics is to retain its legitimate human meaning. But is the search for 
determinants of political attitudes and behavior, for which my map 
provides a scaffolding, compatible with the conception of man as a 
political actor? 

V. O. Key (1966), the salty master analyst of American 
politics, thought not. He saw the new empirical analyses of elec- 
toral behavior as adding up “to a conception of voting not as a civic 
decision but as an almost purely deterministic act” (p. 6), and sum- 
marized his own counteracting view thus: “In American presi- 
dential campaigns of recent decades the portrait that develops from 
the data is not one of an electorate straitjacketed by social deter- 
minants or moved by subconscious urges triggered by devilishly skill- 
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ful propagandists. It is rather one of an electorate moved by con- 
cern about central and relevant questions of public policy, of 
governmental performance, and of executive personality (p. 8). 

*['There is] at least a modicum of evidence for the view that 
those who switch [by crossing party lines from one presidential elec- 
tion to another] do so to support governmental policies or outlooks 
with which they agree, not because of subtle psychological or socio- 
logical peculiarities” (p. 104). I am in no position to assess the ex- 
tent to which Key's assertion at the end of the first quotation accords 
with the full data available, although there is apparently room for 
legitimate disagreement (see Sears, 1969). My concern is rather 
with Key's assumption that any account of political behavior in 
terms of social or psychological determinants is incompatible with 
the respectful treatment of “civic decisions." This seems to me to 
misunderstand the purport of sociological and psychological analysis. 

Nobody has claimed that “sociological peculiarities” or 
“social determinants" exert their influence by any mysterious process 
of “strait-jacketing” the electorate. Their influence lies rather in the 
fact that common experience and common social position yield 
similar perceptions of interest, and over time lead to the emergence 
of norms that reflect these perceptions. “Civic decision” is chan- 
neled, not abolished. It would be the less rational if it did not reflect 
social determinants. 

Similarly with psychological determination, which is not to 
be equated solely with subconscious urges—the realm of externali- 
zation and ego defense. (Note, however, the political rationality in 
the aggregate is entirely compatible with the influence of subcon- 
scious urges as long as they are divergent or randomly distributed in 
the electorate. It is when blocs of voters start externalizing in tan- 
dem that a democracy is in trouble—for instance, from McCarthy- 
ism.) Decisions governed by object appraisal and the mediation of 
self-other relations remain decisions, potentially rational ones, even 
when their psychological determinants are displayed. 

Skinner (1971), the humanists, and on this occasion Key 
(1966) appear to agree on philosophical or *metapsychological" 
premises according to which the scientific search for determinants of 
human behavior is incompatible with human freedom, dignity, and 
responsibility. These premises have recently been given a searching 
examination by Chein (1972), who makes a strong case that human 
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freedom as we know it (of which political freedom is a special in- 
stance) depends on causal relations of the sort that science expli- 
cates, far from being incompatible with them. These abstract con- 
siderations need concern us here only insofar as they legitimize the 
scientific treatment of man as an agent. 

Empirically, it is obvious that some people enjoy more free- 
dom than others, whether we are concerned with political freedom 
(as cherished in normative political theory) or with inner freedom 
(to which psychological analysis is appropriate). Political man may 
be more an agent or less. A political psychology that seeks to con- 
tribute, as did Key, to a democratic politics that enhances human 
values should be particularly interested in the psychological deter- 
minants of political agency. Recent research and theory have made 
a promising start in identifying one set of these determinants, the 
sense of political effectiveness—a concept that lies at the boundary 
of the psychology of attitudes and of broader features of personality. 
I cross this boundary with the justification of “hot pursuit,” because 
my own theoretical interests have veered sharply in this direction 
from the traditional area of attitude psychology. 

Almond and Verba (1963) show that a sense of political 
efficacy on the part of the citizens appears as a central aspect of the 
“civic culture” of more effective democracies. Somewhat earlier, 
Douvan and Walker (1956) provided survey evidence that the sense 
of effectiveness in public affairs is at least loosely related to people’s 
general feelings of competence. We appear to be dealing here with 
highly generalized attitudes toward self and world that are impor- 
tant partly because they tend to be self-confirming. A person who 
feels ineffective in politics guarantees his ineffectiveness by failing to 
participate. Conversely, a person who feels effective is more likely to 
participate in ways that actually make him so. The extent to which 
people’s sense of effectiveness is generalized, the extent to which it is 
specific to particular types of situations or realms of concern, is of 
course an important empirical issue. 

The work on political effectiveness seems to deal with a spe- 
cial case of much the same variable that Rotter (1966) studied 
under the concept “locus of control.” With a rather crude pencil- 
and-paper scale that has since come to be widely used (called the 
LE scale, for internal-external), Rotter found that people show 
consistent differences in whether they regard their significant out- 
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comes as under internal control (resulting from their own skill and 
ability) or under external control (resulting from fate or chance). 
Their standing on this variable is related to whether they take an 
active or a passive stance in various contrived situations. From a dif- 
ferent theoretical starting point, De Charms (1968) arrived at ap- 
proximately the same distinction, between people who regard them- 
selves as origins of social causation and those who regard themselves 
as pawns—and by virtue of this attitude act in ways to perpetuate 
their being so in fact. He is currently working with schoolchildren 
on methods for increasing their sense of being an origin. 

Much work remains to be done to clarify concepts and mea- 
sures in this area. Psychological research has unfortunately tended 
to freeze on the I-E scale because of its availability, much as it did 
on the F scale of authoritarianism two decades ago. Nevertheless, 
the line of investigation opened up seems likely to add to the empiri- 
cal base for understanding, in a causal framework, how people can 
become more self-determining personally and politically. Since fun- 
damental attitudes toward the self are involved, this research focus 
makes contact with the subtype of attitude-change theory that, in 
an earlier section, I noted as especially needing further elaboration 
and development: theories hinging on the self as a psychological 
construct. I am currently very much interested in both matters, so 
I am keenly aware that the functionalist map presented in Figure 
1 has no convenient place to represent them. 

A next agenda item, then, might call for refocusing the func- 
tionalist map to relate the psychology of attitudes more cogently to 
the acts of political actors (in keeping, in this respect, with the pro- 
posals for the study of politics made long ago by Lasswell and Kap- 
lan, 1950). In the new focus, a kind of personality variable would 
be highlighted that differs from the unconscious motives of orthodox 
psychoanalytic theory and the stylistic variables of psychoanalytic 
ego psychology: attitudinal orientations that are constitutive of the 
self as actor and as reflexive object. Origin versus pawn is a good 
example. Perhaps in this new conceptual setting, the artificial bar- 
riers between a social psychology of attitudes and a personality psy- 
chology of motives and mechanisms may be dissolved. Such a de- 
velopment is fervently to be desired if we aspire to a scientifically 
powerful and humanly relevant political psychology. 


Chapter Four 


ACTIVISM AND 
APATHY IN 
CONTEMPORARY 
ADOLESCENTS 


Jeanne H. BLock, NoRMA HAAN, 
M. BREWSTER SMITH 


L n the early 1970s, it is still too 
early to gain an adequate historical perspective on the wave of po- 
litical protest and of countercultural disengagement that swept 
American campuses during the 1960s, or on the altered mood that 
appears to be supplanting the protest—no replica of the apathetic, 
conforming, success-oriented mentality about which complaint was 
frequently voiced during the Eisenhower era of the 1950s. A large 
research literature on political and social protest in the 1960s had 
just been synthesized into some coherence (see Sampson and Korn, 
1970; Lipset and Schaflander, 1971; and Horn and Knott, 1971) 
when the scene changed. The nature of the change itself is a matter 
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for debate; surely the public's perception of the change toward 
peace and quiet on the campus has been heightened by journalistic 
selection and exaggeration in the same way its perception of the 
1960s disruption was heightened. 

In revising a chapter written before the campus conflicts 
reached their peak, we are thus faced with puzzles about both past 
and present, and with a plenitude of theories and conjectures, many 
of which are already inadequate. We can be sure that explanations 
of what happened in America in the 1960s that ignore the world- 
wide sweep of student alienation and protest—explanations that 
focus only on the civil-rights struggle, the Vietnam war, and the 
draft—cannot be complete. Accounts that interpret the campus 
crises of the 1960s in broad sociohistorical terms as a watershed in 
the history of youth in modern postindustrial society (for example, 
the revolutionary and counterrevolutionary views of protesting stu- 
dents discussed by Keniston, 1971) also run into trouble in the face 
of subsequent developments. At this point in emerging history, we 
must be modest in our aspirations. While we avail ourselves of find- 
ings that suggest what may become the trends of the 1970s, we are 
mainly concerned with what has been learned about the political 
and social orientations of campus youth in the 1960s—a period that 
captured the attention of social scientists and the public alike. 

Political and social protest in the 1960s, as previously, was 
carried out by a minority of students. But this committed and pro- 
testing minority was distinctive in comparison with both the socially 
unconcerned, conforming majority (who held the center of the 
stage relatively unchallenged in the Eisenhower years) and the ac- 
tivist minority of the Depression 1930s. Ethos and action—sincerity, 
authenticity, purity of gesture—seemed in the 1960s to count for 
more than achievement and success (goals of the 1950s) or ideo- 
logical correctness and consistency (values in the 1930s). The reac- 
tions of young people to American political and social institutions 
have some genuinely new elements. This chapter attempts to identify 
the nature of student protest in the 1960s, to provide a coherent 
conceptualization of the several varieties of activism and apathy, 
and to summarize the results of major empirical studies regarding 
the origins, correlates, and consequences of societal involvement or 
uninvolvement. We begin with a brief historical excursion to com- 
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pare activism. during the Great Depression and in the Affluent 
Society. 


Activism in the Thirties and in the Sixties 


In both the Depression era and the 1960s, student radicalism 
arose from the background of an immediately preceding period in 
which political apathy, concern for security, and passive conformity 
were pronounced. These complacent periods, in turn, followed the 
two most calamitous wars in history. During the Depression, large 
numbers of young people were actively involved in radical organiza- 
tions. The American Student Union, an amalgamation encompass- 
ing most radical student groups of the time, claimed a membership 
of one hundred thousand students in a college population that then 
numbered one and a half million (Lipset, 1966). Student protests 
of that time were oriented around two themes: radical revision of 
the social and economic order, and pacifism. Many of the activities 
in which radical students then participated were similar to those of 
today. They organized associations of the unemployed, picketed, 
demonstrated, signed the Oxford Pledge refusing to bear arms for 
the United States, and designated Army Day as an annual day of 
protest on which rallies were held and strikes conducted in the cause 
of peace. It has been estimated that more than two hundred thou- 
sand students took part in the antiwar parades of that period (Lip- 
set, 1966). 

As of 1966 the combined memberships of the Student Non- 
violent Coordinating Committee, the Congress of Racial Equality, 
Students for a Democratic Society, and the Student Peace Union 
were estimated between only twelve thousand and fifty thousand 
students in a college population of six million (Munk, 1965; Peter- 
son, 1966; Braungart, 1966). For activists of the 1960s' college gen- 
eration, civil rights and peace were the two consuming issues. Each 
of the activities of the 1930s has a counterpart in recent protests: 
community organization of the poor in urban ghettos, picketing, 
demonstrating, burning draft cards, anti-Vietnam days of protest, 
and peace marches. By the time of the reaction to the United States 
invasion of Cambodia, and the subsequent killing of students at 
Kent State and Jackson State universities by National Guard troops 
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and state police in the spring of 1970, destructive and violent actions 
had become more common. But even in the peak year 1969-1970, 
only about 8 percent of United States four-year colleges and uni- 
versities experienced protests in which property was damaged, and 
only about 5 percent saw protests in which there was physical vio- 
lence. Arrests were reported in connection with incidents on 12 per- 
cent of the campuses (Astin, 1971). 

In their status as minorities of their student generation, in 
their antiwar commitments, and in some of the strategies of protest 
employed, these two generations of student activists—separated by 
thirty years—share important features. There are also significant 
differences which distinguish the younger generation's preferred 
modes of protest and which have led to different reactions on the 
part of the adult community. 

The Depression years were a time when dissent was flavored 
and polarized in one way or another by Marxist ideology. Ideology 
and theory were often so important that differences of opinion 
within a particular organization could not be resolved. As a result, 
many splinter groups were formed, each homogeneous ideologically. 
In contrast, the radical youth groups of the 1960s began as relatively 
nondoctrinaire; they were oriented to specific issues or particular 
injustices. Concerned as they were with immediate moral tasks, they 
were not inhibited by ideological dogma from cooperating with 
groups whose values might be widely different from their own. The 
largest radical student organizations in the 1930s were campus 
derivatives of adult political organizations of the so-called Old Left 
whose programs were determined and dominated by the older 
membership. In contrast, most radical student organizations of the 
1960s' college generation had no affiliation with adult-sponsored 
organizations and operated autonomously. But factionalism and 
ideology developed in the later 1960s, with a splintering of the 
movement reminiscent of the earlier generation. 

Still another difference between these two generations is that 
protest in the 1960s occurred at a time when, for large segments of 
the population, material affluence and financial security were at un- 
precedented levels. In this time of affluence, the leaders of youthful 
revolt came primarily from families in the upper economic and 
educational strata; as children they were financially secure, had en- 
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joyed material comforts and educational opportunities, and could 
look forward to successful careers in high-status professions. Protest 
was more understandable and acceptable to society in the 1930s, 
when poverty, unemployment, hunger, disenchantment, and fear 
were rife. Greater countenance was given to the radical causes of 
that time by the New Deal government itself, which was modifying 
its doctrines and policies along liberal lines to accord with economic 
and social realities. In the 1930s, then, student radicalism was closer 
to the mainstream of opinion than it appears to have been in the 
1960s. 

The most dramatic difference, however, between the student 
activists in the 1930s and those in the 1960s is not in ideologic 
emphasis but in strategy, specifically in the exercise of civil disobedi- 
ence. Activist students of the 1960s learned their most valued tech- 
nique from the civil-rights demonstrators in the South, who success- 
fully used tactics of civil disobedience to fight segregation of buses, 
restaurants, parks, and other public facilities. In the 1960s, student 
activists extended the use of civil disobedience, especially sit-ins, into 
other areas of dissent. Ordinary citizens find civil disobedience dis- 
concerting. The tactics employed by activists in the 1960s estranged 
many in the adult world who, as the activists saw it, valued security, 
image, and conformity but who, in their own eyes, valued order, 
due process, and civility. Estrangement turned to indignant opposi- 
tion, not only in the adult world but also on the part of many pre- 
viously sympathetic students, when destructive violence became an 
explicit tactic of certain extremist groups, such as the Weatherman 
faction of sps. Many observers felt that in resorting to violence, the 
youthful extremists had discarded the movement's most potent moral 
weapon. 

The attention drawn by young activists—in public anxiety, 
in controversial articles, and in research—has been disproportionate 
to their actual numbers, since a rather small minority of students on 
relatively few campuses were centrally involved in protest. They 
spoke for many not so articulate as themselves, as was shown on the 
Berkeley campus during the legendary sit-in at Sproul Hall that in- 
itiated the epoch of campus protest. During the Berkeley free-speech 
rebellion, for every student sitting in, there were twenty-one sympa- 
thetic students who approved—either mildly or strongly—of the 
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Free Speech Movement (Fsm) (Gales, 1966). The university, par- 
ticularly the selective campus that aspires to intellectual leadership, 
provides one of the few institutional bases in American society for 
cultural criticism and social renewal. What happens on campuses, 
therefore, matters much, particularly when it is realized that the 
most selective universities were the scenes of greatest student unrest 
and protest. In the campus microcosm, as in the larger world, it 
takes only a minority to set the spirit of an age. 


Scope of Student Activism 


Almost all research studies of social action and protest among 
youth have limited their inquiry to the college population. The 
findings we cite, therefore, do not deal with younger adolescents nor 
do they reflect the majority of young people in the late teens who do 
not continue their education. The studies of Coleman (1961, 1965) 
and of Musgrove (1965) indicate that in the United States, and in 
England, secondary-school youth for the most part have not been 
conscientious critics of society. Held off by adult society from full 
participation, teen-agers have participated instead in a youth culture 
that is, in good part, an exploitative adult creation. Aspects of the 
youth culture might be seen as implicitly critical of the adult world 
of square, respectable values. But even though conscientious protest 
spread to many high schools by the late 1960s and the downward 
spread of drug use had become a national problem, the phenomena 
with which we are concerned primarily involve college students, not 
teen-agers. Note, also, that we do not discuss the important but very 
different wave of black and Chicano campus protest that began 
after the political protests discussed here. Minority activists were 
concerned with gaining opportunities that the white activists could 
take for granted for themselves, as well as with distinctive symbolic 
issues of the ethnic identity. 

The earliest thorough study assaying the scope of organized 
student protest is that of Peterson (1966), who surveyed deans of 
students in all regionally accredited four-year colleges in the United 
States in the fall of 1965. Peterson found that local issues of civil 
rights were most apt to provoke student protest. Complaints about 
food service and parietal rules governing personal conduct were cited 
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as the next most frequent causes of student dissent. The Vietnam 
war ranked next, while educational reforms and issues of academic 
freedom were the categories least often cited as student concerns. 
Only the off-campus issues of civil rights, the Vietnam war, and 
disarmament showed variation in protest by type of institution. Pri- 
vate secular universities and liberal arts colleges and large public 
universities tended to report student protests involving these issues 
more frequently while public liberal arts colleges, religiously spon- 
sored institutions, and technical and teachers colleges reported little 
student activity in these spheres. A positive relationship was found 
between institutional quality as indexed by the proportion of faculty 
with doctorates and the frequency of protest over off-campus issues. 
Colleges in the South reported substantially less student protest over 
off-campus issues: civil rights and American foreign and military 
policies. In Peterson’s study, only one in four deans reported the 
presence of any radical student groups on their campuses, and only 
6 of the 849 colleges included estimated the number of student 
radicals as exceeding 5 percent. 

Peterson (1968), Bayer and Astin (1969, 1971), and Astin 
(1971) carry the account up to the beginning of the 1970s. In 
1970-1971, about 20 percent of United States campuses of all kinds 
and sizes experienced violent or disruptive protest—this in a year 
commonly regarded as “quiet” on the campus. (Data collected on 
the same basis for 1968-1969 gave a comparable figure of 22 per- 
cent.) But in the private universities that had been the primary scene 
of protest, the percentage experiencing severe (violent or disrup- 
tive) protests dropped from 70 to 52 percent over this two-year 
period. In general, the relationship between institutional selectivity 
or quality and campus size, on the one hand, and severe protest, on 
the other, seemed to be flattening out. By 1970-1971, protests 
focused on war-related issues occurred at 46 percent of the institu- 
tions where any protests took place, on issues concerning services to 
students at 51 percent, on minority-group issues at 19 percent, on 
student-power issues at 62 percent, and on ecology-pollution issues 
at 16 percent. The data for “severe” protests are much the same 
with the exception of minority-group student issues, which were 
more frequently involved (Bayer and Astin, 1971). 

Peterson (1966) and Braungart (1966) agree in estimating 
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the number of. organized students actively engaged in social protest 
at fewer than 1 percent of the total college-student population. How- 
ever, when the definition of activism is broadened to include politi- 
cally unaffiliated students participating in social protest, a far larger 
percentage of students is included. In a national sample of college 
students polled by Newsweek magazine (1965), 18 percent said they 
had participated in picket lines, presumably for civil rights. Katz 
and Sanford, in their research on the Stanford and Berkeley cam- 
puses, concluded that the number of socially involved students 
totaled about 15 percent of the student body (see Katz and others, 
1968). 

What, then, of the majority of students on the campuses of 
the early 1970s? The most suggestive picture of the changing scene 
is given by Yankelovich (1972) and is based on interview surveys of 
representative cross sections of the national college population 
conducted from 1968 to 1971. Yankelovich finds that, although po- 
litical protest declined over this period, disaffiliation from the domi- 
nant cultural values—or attraction to the values of the countercul- 
ture (see Roszak, 1969)—continued to increase. Changing cultural 
values, in regard to marriage, authority, religion, work, sexual mor- 
ality, and other aspects of the Puritan ethic became more marked 
year by year, while political beliefs moved away from the radical 
peak of 1970. “For example, students in 1971 were less critical of 
our major institutions—the two-party system, business, the univer- 
sities, the unions, the Supreme Court, and so forth—than they were 
in the previous year. . . . Three out of four [now] believe that 
desirable social change can best be effected within the system. In 
1970, two-thirds of the student body thought that student radicalism 
would continue to grow. A year later a majority believed it was 
leveling off or declining” (Yankelovich, 1972, p. 7). But for the 11 
percent who remained identified with the New Left in 1971, the 
life-styles of the counterculture and of radical politics continued to 
go together. 

The prevailing mood as it emerged from the Yankelovich 
surveys was increasingly focused on private concerns. While six out 
of ten thought things were going badly in the country and three out 
of ten thought they might prefer to live in another country, students 
described themselves as confused about the future (55 percent) but 
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personally happy (50 percent). Their key self-ascribed values were 
love and friendship. In 1971, for the first time, a majority (not a 
minority) would welcome more acceptance of sexual freedom, and 
a minority (not a majority) would welcome more emphasis on tech- 
nological improvements. For 43 percent there was some appeal to 
the idea of living off the land for at least a year or so; over a third 
expressed interest in living in a commune for at least a short term. 
Were we witnessing the early stages of a profound cultural change, 
as Reich (1970) claimed in his book entitled The Greening of 
America? Or was the mood rather a protective response to pro- 
longed political frustration? As we write, we can only be confident 
in noting that the momentum of change in values seemed to be con- 
tinuing as the wave of activist political protest faded. 

Although the common concerns of young people center 
around a search for personal identity, this search takes many differ- 
ent forms. Some direct themselves quite determinedly toward future 
goals and the achievement of adult roles and status; others take a 
tortuous, circuitous path as they attempt to challenge the values of 
a society whose goals do not conform to their sense of humanity or 
insistence upon justice. In the next section of this chapter, we ex- 
plore the development of activism and apathy in terms of the tasks 
of adolescence, the parental values that have been inculcated, and 
some sociomoral discrepancies that affect youth as they seek to estab- 
lish an authentic place for themselves in a complex and sometimes 
compromising adult world. 


Development of Political-Social Sensitivity 


Constructing a firm sense of identity and fashioning 
a set of values consistent with the self, consonant with one's history, 
and worthy of commitment are tasks of the adolescent (Erikson, 
1963). The young person entering adolescence has not only to 
respond to the changes occurring in his physical state and stature but 
also to encompass a rapidly expanding world as his psychological 
life-space and his actual geographic environment enlarge in diverse 
ways. New, extended perceptions of the world, complex new cogni- 
tive skills, and different, intense affects emerge and require integra- 
tion during adolescence. 
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The scope of the physical environment enlarges because 
newly acquired competencies and mobility permit the early adoles- 
cent to range beyond the boundaries of his immediate neighborhood 
into the larger, outlying world. Junior and senior high schools widen 
the range of his encounters with students and teachers and confront 
him with subject matter, leaving room for opinion and interpreta- 
tion. The greater freedom to discover and explore presents the mid- 
dle-class adolescent with a diversity of situations, people, and ideas 
from which he was earlier insulated (geographically or by parental 
prohibition). The adolescent must digest these new perceptions and 
awarenesses in a way that is consonant with his own sense of 
emerging integrity; however, marked discrepancies with his own 
earlier values and attitudes and those of the significant people in his 
childhood are likely because he is confronted with the contemporary 
values of a world that has dramatically shifted during his and his 
parents’ lifetimes. 

The adolescent period is marked not only by a broadening of 
experiences and a heightening of awareness but also by an increased 
capacity for dealing with cognitive complexity so that hypothetical, 
reflective, abstractive, future-oriented thinking becomes possible. Ac- 
cording to Piaget, most children prior to the age of eleven conceive 
of themselves in concrete, definitional, empirical given terms and 
have not yet developed abstract notions of self or ideals. Between the 
ages of thirteen and fifteen, a new affective component enters; the 
adolescent becomes able to experience feelings about himself in 
relation to abstract ideals (Piaget and Weil, 1951). The develop- 
ment of an ideal concept is possible only when the individual is 
capable of future-oriented reflective thinking, thinking about 
thoughts, and when he is able to differentiate between the real and 
what could possibly be true (Inhelder and Piaget, 1958). With the 
development during adolescence of propositional, hypothetical think- 
ing it becomes possible to articulate a set of ideals based upon what 
could be real for one’s self and one’s society and to evaluate oneself 
relative to those ideals. 

í As the young person becomes capable of hypothetical think- 
ing and begins to anticipate the character and qualities of his own 
and his generation’s future within the society, he may find it want- 
ing. He begins to think in terms of daring possibilities, often dedicat- 
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ing himself to bringing about changes in societal values and institu- 
tions. Inhelder and Piaget (1958) call this developmental juncture 
the idealistic crisis and suggest that commitment to concrete cogni- 
tive attainment by taking a job or starting professional training turns 
the idealistic reformer to the realities of the adult world, leading 
him away from the dangers of purely formalistic, hypothetical 
thought. 

The cognitive capabilities emerging during adolescence are 
accompanied, influenced, and sometimes exaggerated by other 
future-oriented necessities. The adolescent aspires to define himself 
as a person who knows himself, not only in terms of what he is but 
in terms of what he is not. Individuation of one’s self cannot occur 
in an unpeopled vacuum, and the future adult and citizen-to-be 
frequently casts his self-examination in terms of comparative simi- 
larities and contrasts between himself and his family and between 
himself and his society. 

This scrutiny of self in relationship to historically significant 
mentors and previously unquestioned and unexamined social insti- 
tutions is a daring maneuver emotionally and is not handled with 
skill or grace by many adolescents. Some do not even venture to 
probe at all. Some may parry the hazards and gambles that self- 
definition entails by avoidance, either by not thinking or only think- 
ing concretely of the next best thing to do—with little occasion for 
criticism of self or society—defining their roles and goals without 
serious self-examination. 

Questioning adolescents, however, are in a stage—aptly de- 
scribed by Erikson (1963, 1964) in rich detail—that involves a 
central and essential preoccupation with establishing a sense of 
fidelity. Fidelity concerns the articulation of ideals, interpersonal and 
social values, and qualities of particular human relationships worth 
the devotion of one’s self. In constituting a sense of fidelity, the 
adolescent wonders whether he can trust himself to behave reliably, 
that is, predictably and consistently. He tests to see whether he can 
esteem himself in terms of his own humanity, veracity, courage, Or 
other components of his ego-ideal. If he is to persuade himself to 
enter his society as a full-time participant, he must examine his past, 
his forebears, and his society and its institutions to determine what 
they imply for himself and his generation. His scrutiny involves at 
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least a three-sided question: Can I find fidelity within myself; can 
I find it in my parents in spite of our generational differences; and 
can I find it in my society? Adolescence is thus a time for examina- 
tion and testing of self, parents, and society. If all goes well between 
the adolescent and his elders, the emergent adult knows who he is 
and who he is not; he has made differentiated, informed commit- 
ments to some aspects of his society and selected the causes that he 
will continue to support. 

Constituting a sense of fidelity is both an internal matter for 
one's self and an external matter for one's society, one's parents, and 
one's own generation. The adolescent's choice in committing him- 
self to the making of his own generation's history depends upon the 
tolerance of his society for dissent and also upon the adaptive 
strength of his personality for dealing with dissonance. Some societies 
and some parents cannot afford, and will not allow, the scrutiny 
involved in establishing fidelity. Some adolescents cannot pose the 
questions, protecting themselves with the shared code of peer-group 
uniformism (Blos, 1962) or conformity. Other young people pose 
their questions in a nonnegotiable manner so that the answers are 
merely self-fulfilling prophecies. In these instances, growth may be 
impaired since, as Erikson (1964) suggests, fidelity is a matter 
acutely relevant to the ego's adaptive strength—essential for con- 
tinued growth and greater personality differentiation. Young people 
who cannot manage this difficult task constructively, either because 
their own resources are insufficient or because their social predica- 
ment is too formidable, not only foreclose their own potentialities 
for growth but also deprive society of one of its major sources of 
creative change: the push from each new generation to make society 
more responsive to its needs. 

In the favorable case, the outcome in late adolescence is a 
shift in emphasis from experiencing, questioning, and experimenting 
to integrating. In Erikson's terms, such a resolution involves the 
development of a historical perspective that relates to an under- 
standing of the irreversibility of events and the significant cause- 
and-effect relationships in society. Adolescent ideals become tempered 
by the knowledge of the intransigencies of reality. The adolescent 
adjusts to outer reality as he recognizes aspects of his own self and 
life that cannot be changed or helped. The realistic integration com- 
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prised in such a historical perspective does not merely represent 
compromise with the world as it has always been. Rather, the 
maturing person's efforts to effect social change become more dif- 
ferentiated as they are directed toward making society more respon- 
sive to the needs of each new generation of youth. 

The development of political and social sensitivity is, for the 
individual adolescent, a derivative of his confrontation with life and 
of the disparities and contradictions that he notices, and has to 
integrate, between society as it is and its professed values and ideals. 
The adolescent’s reactions to the actual societal context may, how- 
ever, take a variety of forms, which we now consider. 


Adolescent Reaction to Societal Context 


To avoid the terminological confusion that seems to prevail 
in much discussion of adolescent political-social behavior, we intro- 
duce some conceptual distinctions. Young people engaged in protest 
against contemporary social institutions have been variously termed 
protesters, rebels, radicals, activists, demonstrators, beatniks, or 
young people engaged in pro-social action. These terms obviously 
vary in the extent to which they are pejorative. They also confuse 
degree of social involvement with acceptance or rejection of social 
institutions, ideological orientation, and the pro- or anti-social 
nature of the protest. Similarly, in the descriptions of uninvolved 
youth, important differences are obscured when such labels as aliena- 
tion, lack of commitment, passivity, disaffiliation, and resignation 
are used interchangeably. Two dimensions seem useful to us in 
conceptualizing the political stances and social reactivity of the 
adolescent. The first dimension is the degree of involvement with 
contemporary political-social issues. At one extreme we find unin- 
volved, socially indifferent, or apathetic youth, while at the other 
end of the continuum we see involved, active, dedicated young per- 
sons with a sense of instrumentality. In the political-social sphere 
this dimension is reflected in the degree to which an individual feels 
that he can make a difference, that he can be an instrument of 
change in his society. 

The second dimension is the degree to which the adolescent 
accepts or rejects the traditional values and the institutional author- 
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ity of the society. At one end of this dimension we encounter the 
young person who accepts the prevailing values of society and con- 
forms readily to its institutions. At the other extreme is the young 
person who rejects traditional societal values and flouts legitimate 
authority. 

How involvement or uninvolvement is conjoined with accep- 
tance or rejection of traditional values and authority has widely 
different implications for the quality of adolescent behavior. Before 
we attempt to coordinate these two dimensions, the reader should 
note that we are maintaining ideological orientations as a concep- 
tually independent dimension. Although there has been a tendency 
to equate social involvement and political activism with liberal 
politics, we have been impressed by the existence of an active protest 
group with a conservative political philosophy. The continuing 
presence of such individuals requires that activism be defined in- 
dependently of political ideology if we are to extricate the correlates 
of activism per se from those of liberalism per se. 

In the discussion that follows, we talk of adolescent political- 
social behaviors in terms of typologies for reasons of expository 
convenience. It should be understood, however, that continua are 
presumed. 

One group of young people, politically apathetic youth, is 
distinguished. by its lack of political-social involvement and its readi- 
ness to accept the societal status quo. Judging from the studies of 
Katz and others (1968) on the 1960s’ college generation, this group 
represents the majority of contemporary youth. These young people 
have identified with and accepted the values of their parents, which 
are largely within the mainstream of societal opinion. They have 
tended to handle whatever conflicts that have arisen from perceived 
discrepancies between their own and the larger world by minimizing 
the discrepancy and by retreating to their own small portions of 
Society in which career, success, marriage, family, and financial 
security are the overriding considerations. They tend to accept the 
status quo, perhaps with a pessimistic attitude about the possibility 
of change. Focusing primarily on their own individual lives, these 
young people are little concerned with the long-term problems of 
society. We may describe these young people as politically apathetic. 
The Yankelovich (1972) data suggest that both the apathetic 
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majority and the activist minority have recently yielded ground 
to the next group to be considered. 

A second group, alienated youth, rejects the traditional 
values of society, rebels against institutional authority, and does not 
participate in the political-social arena. Unlike the youth described 
above, these young people do not accept the prevailing leitmotifs 
of the culture. They reject its values, refuse its roles, and elect to 
escape from the culture by opting out. This was the beat or hippie 
position, well described by a Berkeley student in the campus news- 
paper: “ ‘If you radicals see the disgusting nature of present society 
and see how unlikely it is that anything you do will change it, why 
waste your time trying? We agree with you that no sensitive human 
being wants to be a part of the society, but why worry about chang- 
ing it at all? All that will happen is that you yourselves will waste 
your youth in an impossible struggle that may well leave ugly 
blemishes on your soul. Give up the struggle, try to love as much as 
possible, take a few trips and forget about it all” (Lerner, 1966). 
(The quotation marks are Lerner’s: This is Lerner’s characteriza- 
tion of the hippie position, not his own.) 

Young people with this outlook have much in common with 
those described by Keniston (1965), who studied alienated Harvard 
students in the late 1950s. Keniston’s alienated students had an 
approach to life that was primarily egocentric and aesthetically 
oriented. They concerned themselves with a search for adventure, 
the creation of experiences, and the pleasures of sentience and un- 
mediated responsivity. The alienated are relatively unideological. 
They live in the present, and their personal present may have little 
continuity with their personal history. They value their individuality 
and freedom, and distrust commitments that imply submission of 
the self to long-range, compromising goals. Their regard for self- 
expression, their pessimistic evaluation of society, their concern with 
existential experience, and their patent refusals to accept the hypo- 
crisies they project into adulthood combine to produce an adolescent 
subculture bent on escape from the conventional society and deeply 
involved with experiencing. It is not surprising that consciousness- 
expanding drugs and other sources of mystical experience are sought 
by many of these adolescents who feel estranged from society and 
judge issue-oriented protests to be meaningless. We confine the term 
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alienated youth to include young people who are both uninvolved 
and rejecting of societal values. 

Individualistic youth compose a group of young men and 
women who are involved with political-social issues and accept the 
traditional American values and authority structure. Their political- 
social commitments are directed to maintain the status quo or even 
to reestablish an era of unhampered individualism. Their activities 
include petitioning, letter-writing campaigns, active support of 
conservative candidates and policies, and techniques of counterpro- 
test as they seek to reinforce the positions of traditional institutional 
authority. Although participants in demonstrations or members of 
picket lines, these young people confine their activities to legal forms 
of protest and reject the tactics of civil disobedience. 

This group is not ideologically homogeneous. Some present- 
day conservatives have been influenced crucially by the writings of 
Ayn Rand (1957, 1964) in which individualism and autonomy are 
stressed. These young people may endorse seemingly radical causes 
requiring only that they be consistent with individualistic principles. 
Less extreme student groups, influenced by the politics and morals 
of the conservative position, direct their energies toward maintaining 
the traditional values that they see as responsible for America’s 
growth. Both conformity and the strong political involvement of 
these active conservatives are suggested in the term obedient rebels 
given them by Schiff (1964). We call them individualists. 

As we move to another point along the acceptance-rejection 
continuum, we encounter a cluster of adolescents, constructivist 
youth, that overlaps with the activists still to be considered. These 
actively committed adolescents occupy an intermediate position on 
acceptance and rejection of authority but are highly involved with 
political-social problems. They devote themselves to restitutive work 
in volunteer activities: in mental hospitals, in work with physically 
handicapped, in tutoring children from urban ghettos, and so on. 
Enlistment in the Peace Corps, Vista, or Teacher Corps also repre- 
sents a kind of commitment to effect social change in ways that in- 
volve working within the existing framework of society. Although 
these young people may have formulated an ideological position for 
themselves, they show little homogeneity except in their common 
altruistic concerns. They lack the zeal of the revolutionary but feel 
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committed to work constructively to alleviate the ills of society. 
They are prepared to undergo discomfort, physical hardship, isola- 
tion, or even physical danger in order to contribute to the betterment 
of the human condition. They differ from the activists and dissenters 
primarily in that they tend to be task-oriented, do not categorically 
reject authority, and work in ways that do not necessarily challenge 
the institutions of society. Young people falling in this group we will 
call the constructivists. 

Activist youth share with the constructivists a history of 
involvement in good works; but, unlike them, they have rejected 
major values of contemporary society and have dedicated themselves 
to fight, demonstrate, and protest actively against policies and insti- 
tutions of mainstream American society that violate their sense of 
humane justice. Heterogeneous in ideology, they unite for action on 
common causes. Their rejection of authority extends to their selec- 
tive willingness to engage in civil disobedience in the face of possible 
arrest and incarceration. These young people reject liberalism as 
misguided. They are not optimistic about the effects their protests 
will have on society. Although their protests seek to dramatize social 
issues, their behavior is based on a concern for personal integrity 
and authenticity. They feel compelled by their need for fidelity to 
speak out forcibly on issues they view as morally wrong; not to do 
so would be to participate in what for them is common hypocrisy. 
They deplore the dehumanizing forces of a technological society and 
reject authoritarianism and centralism in favor of a commitment to 
participatory democracy in which political power is placed in the 
hands of those affected by decisions. Unlike the apathetic, conform- 
ing adolescent for whom social concerns are irrelevant, a substan- 
tial part of the lives of the young activists is regulated and deter- 
mined by the issues of current concern. Although sharing the 
disenchantment with American society and influences of existential 
philosophy that characterizes the alienated, the activists are more 
concerned with the existential act as a way of achieving integrity, 
whereas the alienated have been more concerned with existential 
perception as a route to a sense of oneness. This difference in orien- 
tation toward the outer or the inner world fundamentally separates 
what we here call the activists from the alienated. 

A final group of active protesters, dissenters, must be 
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distinguished: dissenters share the preceding group's commitment 
to radical action but lack any history of involvement in construc- 
tive social effort. They are specialists in protest. As we will see, 
there are indications that the dissenters may arrive at their posture of 
antagonism by a psychological route that is quite different from 
that of the activists. As angry rebels, they may correspond more 
closely than the activists to popular conceptions. 

Having made these conceptual distinctions, we are now ready 
to consider the findings of relevant research studies in these terms. 


Research on Activism 


Most studies have been concerned with the activists and dis- 
senters, the involved, rejecting students—usually without making 
the distinction. This emphasis began with an interest in the partici- 
pants in the rsm on the Berkeley campus and was impelled by the 
incidents of protest at other major universities. Most of the studies 
have been conducted on the elite university campuses of America 
where intellect, inquiry, and criticism are valued. Their findings are 
largely consistent but may not hold for other college environments. 
Quite other relationships might be expected in the case of minority- 
group protest. The research reviewed below, relevant to our five 
behavior types, far from exhausts the considerable volume of studies 
that has appeared in recent years. 

Student Activists and Dissenters. Several investigators have 
studied student activists and dissenters at Berkeley. Watts and 
Whittaker (1966) collected biographical and questionnaire data 
from students who sat in at Sproul Hall, and examined the academic 
records of a sample of rsm participants. These researchers compare 
the academic status and questionnaire responses of rsM students 
with a sample of randomly selected students on the Berkeley campus. 
Heist (1965) compares a sample of students actually arrested in 
Sproul Hall with a randomly selected cross section of Berkeley stu- 
dents in terms of their backgrounds and responses to a personality 
inventory. His research focuses on the intellectual dispositions and 
academic history and achievement of his subjects. The present 
authors began a study a year after the rsm crisis erupted. This study 
contrasts a sample of arrested Fsm students with a randomly selected 
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sample of Berkeley undergraduates and with samples of politically 
active students representing different ideological positions who were 
on campus during the rsM crisis. The study was subsequently 
extended to Peace Corps volunteers and to comparison groups on 
another campus (San Francisco State College). Biographical infor- 
mation including political-social activities, descriptions of actual and 
ideal self, evaluation of ethical principles used in resolving moral 
dilemmas, and descriptions of the student's perceptions of their 
parents’ child-rearing practices were obtained from each of the 
several hundred participants in the study (Haan, Smith, and Block, 
1968; Block, Haan, and Smith, 1969; Smith, 1969a; Smith, Haan, 
and Block, 1970; Haan, 1972). 

At the University of Chicago, Flacks (1967) compares 
activist with nonactivist students, defining activism by the extent 
and nature of participation in particular political-social causes. 
Some of the subsamples are matched on a number of social char- 
acteristics (socioeconomic class, sex, religion, and type of college 
attended). The research has been extended to include some parents 
of activist and nonactivist students as well. 

At Pennsylvania State University, Westby and Braungart 
(1966) compared members of the Left (Students for Peace) and 
the Right (Young Americans for Freedom). Membership in either 
organization was the sole criterion for inclusion, and degree of 
participation in social or political causes was not taken into account. 

Braungart (1966) extended the research on membership in 
extreme Left and Right student organizations by collecting ques- 
tionnaire data from delegates to two national conventions, the 
Students for a Democratic Society and Young Americans for 
Freedom. The questionnaire data, obtained from more than three 
hundred activists, provides information about social, political, atti- 
tudinal, and other background factors that might relate to activism. 

Solomon and Fishman (1964) obtained questionnaire re- 
sponses from a large, randomly selected sample of participants in 
the 1962 Peace March on Washington. Interviews in depth were 
conducted with a small sample selected from the larger group to 
provide more information about personological characteristics of 
these young pickets for peace. Counterprotest demonstrators who 
were picketing in support of administration policies were also in- 
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cluded in the research. Likewise, an intensive, qualitative study of 
participants in the Vietnam Summer of 1967 was reported in rich 
detail by Keniston (1968). 

In a careful attempt to distinguish the correlates of activism 
from those of ideology, Kerpelman (1972) studied Left, middle-of- 
the-road and Right activists and nonactivists in three northeastern 
institutions (a small private liberal arts college, a medium-sized 
private university, and a large public university), focusing on mea- 
sures of intelligence, personality, attitudes, and values. Activism was 
defined in terms of membership in specified organizations but vali- 
dated in terms of a pencil-and-paper scale. 

Let us now take into consideration the family background of 
student-activist youth. The origins of student activists were in the 
economically, educationally, and socially privileged strata of Ameri- 
can society. Whether measured by family income, parental occupa- 
tional prestige, socioeconomic indices, or the amount of parental 
education, the families of actively committed students were more 
advantaged than those of other college students (Braungart, 1966; 
Westby and Braungart, 1966; Flacks, 1967; Smith, Haan, and 
Block, 1970). 

The parents of activist students themselves tended to be 
politically Yiberal (Solomon and Fishman, 1964; Flacks, 1967; 
Keniston, 1968). The radical positions of these youth can thus 
hardly be interpreted simply as a rebellion against parental values, 
as is required by Feuer's (1969) Oedipal theory of intergenerational 
conflict. Committed students may have chided their parents for 
failing to act in accordance with their political beliefs and may have 
accused the older generation of having sold out to the Establishment 
and the comforts of suburbia; however, the political values of parent 
and child had much in common and so it is essential to distinguish 
two facets in contemporary rebellion. Rejection of major societal 
values does not necessarily imply rebellion against parental attitudes. 
Although they placed themselves squarely in opposition to many 
of the prevailing views and practices of the culture, the activists 
mm with and accepted many of their parents’ values (Block, 

Many young people engaging in protest described themselves 
as nonreligious. In terms of parental religious traditions, a higher 
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number of Jewish students were involved in protest than might 
have been expected. Different investigators estimate that from 20 
to 37 percent of student activists were Jewish (Solomon and Fish- 
man, 1964; Watts and Whittaker, 1966; Flacks, 1967; Smith, 
Haan, and Block, 1970). This overrepresentation of Jewish stu- 
dents in activist groups may relate to the great emphasis on 
intellectual values in the Jewish culture as well as to a historically 
determined identification with the oppressed. 

When we consider academic achievement, not only did the 
parents of student activists achieve higher educational levels but the 
students themselves had strong intellectual orientation and superior 
academic records in their colleges and universities (Heist, 1965; 
Flacks, 1967). Heist found in his thorough studies of intellectual 
disposition and academic achievement among the Fsm participants 
at Berkeley that the rsw sample scored higher than did the random 
sample. He found also that the cumulative grade-point averages of 
FSM participants, computed after the semester in which the FSM 
had preempted much student time and energy, exceeded the all- 
university undergraduate grade-point average. Heist concludes that 
the students arrested at Sproul Hall were well-qualified young peo- 
ple who were strongly committed to intellectual values and who 
mantained excellent academic records at a highly competitive uni- 
versity. 

This view of activist students is challenged by Kerpelman 
(1972), who used two objective measures—a vocabulary test and a 
measure of academic ability—and found no significant differences 
between students who belonged to activist organizations of the Left 
or Right and those who did not. But the issue is not clearly drawn. 
Intellectual orientation and good academic performance are not 
identical with tested intelligence, and Kerpelman's organizational 
criteria of activism cannot be equated with the criteria employed in 
the studies cited in which participation in actual protest figures more 
largely. 

Turning our attention to personality characteristics, ques- 
tionnaire responses on the Omnibus Personality Inventory show 
that the rsm students at Berkeley presented themselves as intel- 
lectually committed, esthetically reactive, expressive young people 
who were independent and relatively free from their cultural and 
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institutional past (Heist, 1965). Specifically, Heist found that rsM 
members received significantly higher scores on scales reflecting 
nonauthoritarian attitudes and independence of authority, skepti- 
cism about conventional religious beliefs and a tendency to reject 
them, and a tendency to express feelings and impulses directly. Heist 
also found that they scored higher on four intellectual dispositions: 
theoretical orientation, thinking introversion, estheticism, and com- 
plexity. 

In our own study (Smith, Haan, and Block, 1970), the 
FSM men described themselves as significantly more critical, curious, 
idealistic, individualistic, impulsive, informed, moody, perceptive, 
rebellious, and restless than did those in the randomly selected sam- 
ple. In contrast, self-description of males in the random sample indi- 
cated greater concern with conventionality and achievement, as 
suggested by their higher scores on the following adjectives: conven- 
tional, optimistic, practical, responsible, ambitious, reserved, fore- 
sightful, considerate, self-controlled, and orderly. 

Essentially similar results were obtained when the rsM 
women were compared with women in the randomly selected sam- 
ple. rsm women described themselves as significantly more in- 
formed, perceptive, loving, doubting, rebellious, and restless. In con- 
trast, the women students in the random sample described 
themselves as significantly more conventional, ambitious, competitive, 
self-controlled, foresightful, orderly, responsible, and feminine. 

These findings appear to be congruent with Heist's. The 
activists saw themselves as less conforming and conventional, ad- 
mitted to restlessness and rebellion, valued knowledge and inter- 
personal perceptivity; and tended to be idealistic. At the same time, 
they were less concerned about achievement and success. No im- 
portant differentiation in the picture results from applying our dis- 
tinction between activists and dissenters. 

Considering the value systems of activist students, we found in 
our study at Berkeley that Fsm participants differed substantially from 
the randomly selected students as reflected in the adjectives with 
which they described their ego-ideals. The so-called Protestant ethic is 
spelled out strongly by the items more characteristic of the ego-ideals 
of the randomly selected students: ambitious, self-denying, conven- 
tional, competitive, self-controlled, foresightful, orderly, responsible 
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and so on. In contrast, the Fsm participants were more likely to pro- 
claim values concerned with self-expression, intellectual orientation, 
and a sense of community with and responsibility for one's fellowman: 
curious, idealistic, altruistic, creative, impulsive, tolerant, perceptive, 
rebellious, empathic, responsive, restless, and so on. Again, there are 
no important differences between our activist and dissenter types. 

Using a ranking procedure, Flacks (1967) found, similarly, 
that dedication to work for national and international betterment 
and interest in the world of ideas, art, and music were ranked as 
most important personal values for activist students. Those scoring 
low on activism tended to place marriage and family and career 
in the highest ranked positions of importance. 

If the distinctive value perspective of student activists was 
much as one might expect, research on qualitative features of their 
moral reasoning reveals relationships that are less obvious. A major 
purpose of our Berkeley study was to throw light on these relation- 
ships (Haan, Smith, and Block, 1968; Smith, 1969a; Haan, 1972). 
We adapted the methods of Kohlberg (1963, 1964) to classify the 
quality of students’ moral reasoning about a set of ethical dilemmas 
into three broad levels: premoral (characterized by egocentric, op- 
portunistic thinking), conventional (by concern with stereotyped 
role expectations or with acceptance of established authority), and 
postconventional (by concern for the reciprocal necessities of the 
common welfare or for self-accepted abstract principles). Striking 
relationships emerged. The clearest contrast was between FSM ar- 
restees and the comparable cross section. Among the cross section, 
74 percent of the men and 90 percent of the women fell at the con- 
ventional level—as compared with only 22 percent and 34 percent 
of the arrestees. Substantially more of the arrestees reached the post- 
conventional level (55 percent and 58 percent for men and women, 
respectively, as compared with 20 percent and 6 percent). But 
more of the arrestees also fell at the premoral level (23 percent and 
8 percent versus 6 percent and 4 percent), which for college youth 
must be interpreted in Kohlberg’s scheme as reflecting some kind 
of regression in moral thinking rather than retarded or arrested 
development. We suspect that participation in disruptive protest 
may follow from self-centered impulsiveness or opportunism as 
well as from commitment to principles. Similar comparisons be- 
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tween our pure types of political-social orientation make it clear 
that participation in acts of public protest is the important dif- 
ferentiating factor. Inactives, conventionalists (those who belonged 
to fraternities or sororities and had not engaged in social-service 
protest or activities), and constructivists differ little from one an- 
other in their distribution across the three Kohlberg levels, and 
activists differ little from dissenters. 

Research by Fishkin and Keniston (1972), undertaken in 
May 1970 (the time of the Cambodia-Kent State crisis), shows 
that radical versus conservative ideology as such is related to the 
quality of moral thinking as indexed by the Kohlberg dilemmas. 
While their data are based on a rather inadequate sample, they find 
a strong association between political conservatism and conventional 
moral reasoning, and an overall positive relationship between a 
radicalism versus conservatism factor and both premoral and post- 
conventional reasoning. The premoral students were especially 
likely to endorse violent radical slogans; the postconventionals, to 
disagree with conservative slogans (but not necessarily to agree with 
radical ones, whether violent or peaceful). Since these relationships 
strikingly parallel our own for the behavioral criterion of rsM ar- 
rest, they suggest that the behavioral relationships we observed may 
be ideologically mediated. 

The part played by parental child-rearing practices in pro- 
ducing student activists and dissenters has been the subject of much 
controversy. Many young activists in contemporary America were 
reared under the influence of Benjamin Spock (1946) who, as an 
articulate pediatrician, led a revolt against the more authoritarian, 
rigid, constraining child-rearing ideology characteristics of an earlier 
generation of American parents. The Spock-oriented mothers of the 
1940s substituted inductive reasoning for insistence upon blind 
obedience, corrective discipline for punitive discipline, flexible re- 
sponsiveness for rigid scheduling, and reasonable limits for arbitrary 
prohibitions. It may be argued that the emergence of a dedicated 
spontaneous generation concerned with humanitarian values and 
personal authenticity is a triumph of Spockian philosophy and prin- 
ciples. Others have suggested that activism is the consequence of 
excessive parental permissiveness, a failure to teach respect for au- 
thority, and an unfortunate submission to the needs and feelings of 
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the child. What do research data tell us about the relationship be- 
tween activism and permissiveness? 

The parents of activist students do appear to have been more 
permissive than those of nonactivist students. Parents of activists 
were described by their children as more lenient, less intrusive into 
the lives of their children, and milder disciplinarians than those of 
the nonactivists (Flacks, 1967). Confirmatory data were obtained 
from the parents themselves: parents of activists rated themselves 
as more permissive than did parents in other groups. 

In our study (Block, Haan, and Smith, 1969; Smith, Haan, 
and Block, 1970), Fsm participants as compared with the randomly 
selected sample described both parents as less authoritarian and 
more permissive. They perceived their parents as having a closer 
affective relationship with their children and as placing less emphasis 
on prohibitions, restrictions, and punishment. 

The most characteristic parent-child relationship described 
by rsM students was, however, complex. While attributing close- 
ness and warmth to the relationship, the Fsm students also admitted 
conflict with parents. While subscribing to many of their parents’ 
values and views, they were less likely than the randomly selected 
students to rate themselves as in agreement with their parents with 
respect to choice of occupation, religion, politics, and friends. 

In this instance, our distinction between purer activist and 
dissenter types is helpful. Parents of the activists encouraged their 
children to be independent and responsible. Unlike the parents of 
conventionalists, those of the activists were described as encouraging 
the child’s differentiation and self-expressiveness, with discipline per se 
being less critical. They were unaccepting of aggression. The picture 
is not one of laissez-faire permissiveness as the lay public under- 
stands the term, but of responsible, nonpunitive parenthood : Spock 
interpreted with sophistication. Parents of the dissenters, on the 
other hand, were described in terms that correspond more closely to 
the popular stereotype. They made rather minimal demands for in- 
dependent, mature behavior and self-control, The overall picture is 
one of inconsistency between indulgence and intrusiveness, leading 
to a conflicted, unsatisfying relationship—a plausible dynamic basis 
for rebellion. And the evidence suggests that dissenters were indeed 
in greater rebellion against parental attitudes than were activists. 
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In conclusion, the studies that we have reviewed on student 
activists and dissenters yield quite consistent results. These position- 
taking young people tend to have been superior students from so- 
cially and educationally advantaged homes. To a large extent, their 
political values and social ideals were consonant with the values of 
their parents, who themselves were politically liberal. They were non- 
conventional in their moral judgments, whether from the basis of a 
principled postconventional morality or (to a lesser extent) from an 
opportunistic, premoral orientation. The activists described their 
parents as permissive and stressing a rational approach in their child- 
rearing practices. Perhaps because they had been reared in child- 
centered homes where communication and understanding were im- 
portant, these young people came to value dialogue and to expect 
that social institutions, like their parents, would listen and be respon- 
sive to their concerns. Mostly, they felt supported by their parents 
as they challenged the values of modern society. A subgroup of dis- 
senters, however, seems to have been carrying to the larger world 
a personal rebellion that had roots in their relations to their parents. 

Individualists. Reviewing the research findings on individual- 
ist students actively engaged in conservative causes, we find incon- 
sistencies. Fewer studies have concentrated on them, and the samples 
on which conclusions are based have sometimes been small. The 
groups have been defined in several ways: by actual participation 
in counterprotest demonstrations (Solomon and Fishman, 1964; 
Flacks, 1967), by membership in conservative activist organizations 
(Schiff, 1964; Westby and Braungart, 1966; Kerpelman, 1972), or 
by delegate status to national conventions of student conservative 
organizations (Braungart, 1966). There have been differences, also, 
in the ideological positions of the conservative groups studied. Schiff 
(1966) reports that students who were converted to conservative 
causes early in adolescence reflect primarily a search for meaning, 
while those converted later are rather secking to escape from and to 
deny the possibility of real change as they encounter the adult world. 
Finally, some inconsistencies in findings may relate to the nature of 
the groups against which the individualist is contrasted —normative 
or activist. 

A consideration of family background, apart from agree- 
ment that active conservative students tend to come from Republi- 
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can families who are predominantly Protestant (Solomon and Fish- 
man, 1964; Braungart, 1966; Westby and Braungart, 1966; Flacks, 
1967), provides little consistency in findings; no conclusions can be 
presently drawn. 

A consideration of personality characteristics reveals that few 
investigators have systematically assessed young people actively com- 
mitted to conservative causes. There is some evidence that these 
students are more submissive to authority and tend to exert greater 
control over expressions of impulse and anxiety (Schiff, 1964). 
Interestingly, and contrary to stereotype, no evidence of greater 
prejudice or ethnocentrism was found by Schiff in his evaluations 
of student conservatives. We found at Berkeley that the individual- 
ists (as contrasted with the random sample) described themselves in 
ways that emphasized their independence: unwilling to compromise, 
egocentric, and unconventional—traits highly prized in Rand's 
(1957, 1964) individualistic philosophy that influenced many con- 
servative activists at Berkeley. 

,. On the basis of his study, Kerpelman (1972) concludes that 
Right activists (and nonactivists) were the highest of his comparison 
groups on a factor identified as authoritarianism (Left activists were 
lowest). Right activists resembled Left activists in being high on a 
Second major factor, autonomy. All activists—Left, Middle, and 
|: Phil found to need less support and nurturance, to value 
tide D more; to be more socially ascendant and assertive, and 
i ea than their ideological counterparts who were 
ae Edi active. (Remember Kerpelman's organizational cri- 

Hn vism.) In Kerpelman s study, there were no differences 
aoe. classified independently by activism and ideology 
iris measures of emotional stability or responsibility and re- 


Mim eqs value systems, as reflected in distinctive char- 
Bette ons o| self-ideals, we find that individualists studied at 
mp Were oriented to matters of personal integrity and individ- 
“sm. These students ascribed less value to interpersonal relation- 
ii E Were less oriented to altruistic or humanistic values than 
raer groups. But the sample was small. Flacks (1967) found 

id ree ranked marriage and family and career as 


Second in order of personal importance, while giving low 
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ranks to interest in the arts, abstract ideas, or involvement in im- 
proving world conditions. 

Finally, let us consider the child-rearing practices of individ- 
ualists’ parents. These parents appear to have expected much of 
their children and to have placed high value on achievement and 
characterological goodness, according to our results and those of 
Schiff (1964). When parental expectations were not fulfilled, the 
mothers of conservative activists tended to react with anger and dis- 
appointment, while their children responded to the pressures with 
feelings of resentment and failure. Particularly for the males in the 
conservative sample, there was an emphasis on the mother's use of 
guilt-arousing techniques of control. The mother-son relationship 
was described as more impersonal, less affectionate, and less appre- 
ciative than that depicted by the randomly selected sample. The 
father-son relationship appeared to differ little from that typical of 
the random sample. However, our sample was small, and these find- 
ings obviously need corroboration. 

Overall, we know less about the individualists than about the 
activist group, and the information is less consistent. Any conclu- 
sions about active conservatives must be very tentative. One appar- 
ently clear finding is that greater parental pressure in the direction 
of achievement exists in child-rearing that relies on arbitrary au- 
thority and is relatively lacking in emotional warmth. The values 
expressed by the conservative students reflect an emphasis on in- 
dividualism, integrity, and consistency. The nature of the conserva- 
tive movement itself may satisfy the adolescent's needs for structure, 
certainty, and reliance on authority. 

Alienated Youth. We find that relatively little systematic re- 
search, beyond the intensive study of Harvard students conducted on 
a small scale by Keniston (1965) in the 1950s, is stimulated by alien- 
ated, estranged, politically apathetic adolescents. This is in part be- 
cause the alienated, by inclination and conviction, are antipathetic to 
quantitative research. On the basis of psychological-test responses, 
Keniston selected twelve disaffected and disaffiliated Harvard under- 
graduates who manifested the alienated syndrome—rejecting the 
dominant values, roles, and institutions of contemporary American 
society—and studied them intensively over a period of three years. 
He became well acquainted with these young men and has provided 
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an incisive portrayal of them and of their cultural and familial 
heritages, with an insightful analysis of the social context that pre- 
disposes young people toward alienation. His analysis remains rele- 
vant. 

Of course, Keniston describes the alienated syndrome in a 
very atypical group of young people, upper-middle-class students 
at one of the most prestigious private universities. The fact that 
most of these young people were able to remain students for the 
three years of the research indicates that their rejection of traditional 
American achievement values was discriminating rather than total. 

The alienated young man, according to Keniston, regards 
his mother as a talented woman whose career has been sacrificed 
to marriage and family. He expresses a special sympathy for his 
mother’s unrealized potentials and identifies with her unhappiness. 
His desire for a close, dependent relationship with his mother is coun- 
tered, however, by his resentment of her domination, possessiveness, 
and neuroticism. The father image portrayed by the alienated Har- 
vard students is of an inhibited, constricted, cold, withdrawn man 
oriented to success, status, and security. Fathers of the alienated 
are pictured as men who, in their youth, had visionary dreams and 
idealistic hopes. Under the stress of parental and societal pressures 
for achievement, the fathers of the alienated abandon these dreams 
and, as their sons see it, sell out their noble aspirations to the de- 
mands of the marketplace. Keniston’s alienated young men were 
not overtly hostile toward their fathers but were condescending and 
accorded them little respect. 

In early childhood, the alienated described themselves as shy 
and reserved; they were oriented to the intellectual world of books 
and ideas, The adolescence of the alienated was marked by turmoil 
accompanied by strong negative feelings about sexuality. During 
mid-adolescence, these alienated-to-become began questioning the 
values of their parents and of society at large. Tt was not until later 
adolescence, however, that they overtly rejected parental, commu- 
nity, and cultural values. 

The rejections of the alienated are many. They refuse to 
orient themselves and their lives toward long-range goals because of 
an inherent pessimism about the future. They reject the Puritan 
virtues of self-control, self-denial, order, responsibility, insisting on 
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the values of spontaneity, expression, intense confrontation with ex- 
perience, and personal freedom. They reject the conventional adult 
role with its attendant responsibilities, inevitable compromises, and 
the expectation of adult sexuality. Their positive values are in ex- 
periencing—deeply, freely, and appreciatively. 

In a subsequent essay, Keniston (1971) distinguishes be- 
tween two types of alienation, the activist (similar to our conception ) 
and the disaffiliate. The disaffiliate is nonpolitical, culturally alien- 
ated, and rejects societal offerings and values. 'The demonstrations 
of disaffiliates, according to Keniston, are private rebellions mani- 
fested in beatnickism, bohemianism, or psychedelic withdrawal from 
the mainstream of public life. Keniston finds little political participa- 
tion in this group but occasional peripheral involvement in protest 
movements. The disaffiliate's rejection of American society is based 
less on idealism and outraged indignation, Keniston postulates, than 
upon temperamental opposition to the requirements and rewards of 
American society—and to his father who epitomizes this society for 
him. The disaffiliate is estranged from both family and society. 

Estrangement from family and friends was also found by 
Watts and Whittaker (1968; see also Whittaker and Watts, 1969), 
who studied disaffiliated nonstudents living on the fringes of the 
Berkeley campus. These investigators recruited their research volun- 
teers from the coffeeshops and bookstores adjacent to the university. 
The group included a heterogeneous range extending from students 
temporarily out of school in order to work for one semester, to others 
who never were students and were unemployed. Nevertheless, the 
sample did not differ from Berkeley students in socioeconomic back- 
ground. For this sample, rejection of contemporary society, personal 
isolation, estrangement from family, and experimentation with drugs 
were more frequent than in the contrast sample of Berkeley students. 
The nonstudent sample was equal to the contrast sample, or better, 
on a vocabulary index on intelligence. On the Omnibus Personality 
Inventory, both males and females (whose profiles were closely 
similar) were very high in scores for psychological complexity and 
impulse expression, strong in intellectual orientation and in aestheti- 
cism, low in authoritarianism, and high in socioemotional maladjust- 
ment, in comparison with the student sample. 
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The importance of distinguishing subtypes within the alien- 
ated student syndrome is demonstrated in a study by Block (1972), 
who identifies two patterns of alienation that differ in their personal 
and familial concomitants. In a study focusing explicitly on the 
question of generational continuity-discontinuity, Block compares 
two groups of Berkeley students: students actively rejecting societal 
institutions and values as well as parental value orientations—the 
discontinuous individuals—and students actively rejecting societal 
institutions and values but accepting the basic value orientation of 
their parents—the continuous individuals. Comparisons of the two 
groups revealed that the continuous group described themselves and 
asserted personal values for themselves that might be considered, 
comparatively, more straight, for example, responsible, practical, 
informed, foresightful, while the discontinuous group proclaimed 
a counterculture orientation, for example, rebellious, free, artistic, 
playful, loving. Differences in socialization emphases, replicated 
in a second study that included the parents of continuous and dis- 
continuous students, revealed that parents of the continuous students 
were described as more “responsibly responsive.” They encouraged 
individuation, reflectivity, assumption of responsibility, and discus- 
sion of issues and problems. These parents also indicated a feeling 
of greater satisfaction in their parental roles. Parents of the discon- 
tinuous students displayed a greater adherence to authoritarian 
child-rearing orientations. They placed greater emphasis on achieve- 
ment, conventionality, and control and attempted both to circum- 
scribe and prestructure the experiences of their young. Generational 
continuity was found to be associated, also, with greater agreement 
between parents with respect to their child-rearing values—a factor 
that might be expected to contribute to a more consistent, coherent 
learning matrix for the growing child. 

In summary, the alienated, like the activist, is engaged in a 
repudiation of traditional societal values. He differs from the activ- 
ist, however, in a passive pessimism, in keeping with which he con- 
cerns himself with the extension and intensification of subjective 
experience rather than with active protest. Another basic difference 
between the alienated and the activist is in their attitudes toward 
parents and family. The activist tends to identify with many of the 
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values of his parents. The alienated, however, has developed a dis- 
parate set of values, inconsistent with those of his parents, that are 
likely to elicit disapproval and strain communications. 

Constructivists. Young people directing their energies to con- 
structive programs of action within existing societal institutions have 
not been the object of much research. Gelineau and Kantor (1964) 
assessed a number of Harvard and Radcliffe student volunteers in a 
large public mental hospital and found them little different in social 
background from the typical Harvard or Radcliffe student. The 
only distinguishing features were that a larger number had attended 
public schools and a disproportionate number were from Jewish 
backgrounds while Catholics were somewhat underrepresented. 
Gelineau and Kantor found the volunteers intelligent, secular, so- 
phisticated, idealistic, and valuing of creativity. They were moti- 
vated by their interest in human contact and by an altruistic desire 
to be helpful to others. 

In a study of an early contingent of Peace Corps volunteers, 
Smith (1966a) suggested three main factors as motivating enlist- 
ment, A psycho-social moratorium (Erikson, 1959), providing time 
out for self-discovery and evaluation of life goals, was important to 
the volunteers. They required, however, that this moratorium be 
constructively earned by devotion to something intrinsically worth- 
while, The opportunity in the Peace Corps for direct personal action 
toward good ends was an important motivational component. Op- 
portunities for adventure and experience in foreign cultures was a 
third, but lesser, reason for the appeal of the Peace Corps. Volun- 
teer service contributes to the adolescent’s need to establish an iden- 
tity for himself and to test his skills and competence in a way that 
does not directly confront or challenge authority. Altruism, in this 
context, provides a safe outlet for the expression of doubts about the 
adult society and a channel for the adolescent's idealistic desires to 
effect changes in society. 

In our Berkeley studies, constructivists, especially the men, 
came from less affluent socioeconomic backgrounds than the activists 
and dissenters. The constructivist men were distinctive in describing 
themselves as responsible, practical, and tolerant. Females were dis- 
tinctive only in calling themselves helpful. The constructivists’ values, 
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as indexed by traits they would distinctively like to have, emphasized 
being empathic and helpful (men) and optimistic and argumenta- 
tive (women)—though the last trait was little chosen by any group 
and should therefore be discounted. We have already noted that 
constructivists did not differ appreciably from conventionalists and 
inactives in the quality of their moral reasoning, according to Kohl- 
berg’s scale. In regard to their reported experience of the parent- 
child relationship, which they evaluated positively, they resembled 
the conventionalists in emphasis on punishment and restriction of 
self-expression, though they reported less emphasis on achievement 
and competition. There was little suppression of physical aggression. 
Parental control relied on anxiety rather than on guilt. The family 
pattern seemed congruent with their altruism, which was achieved 
at the expense of spontaneous expressiveness. 

Our survey of research findings does not include politically 
uninvolved young people who accept most of our prevailing societal 
values. Obviously, these are the large majority who provide the con- 
tinuity in society that exasperates the activists and alienated who 
are attuned to its hypocrisies. We proceed now to consider briefly 
some of the factors predisposing to the activism of the 1960s and 
some explanations that have been offered for its emergence. 


Sociocultural Factors Predisposing to Activism 


‘The unpredicted change in the ethos of youth from the silent 
generation of the 1950s to the protesting student of the 1960s, fol- 
lowed by the equally unpredicted apparent decline of protest and 
disruption in the 1970s, has challenged sociologists and social psy- 
chologists for explanation. The traditional historical forces previ- 
ously associated with the emergence of radical youth movements— 
limited occupational and economic opportunities, the breakdown of 
traditional authority under the impact of industrialization—seem 
an insufficient explanation for the protests of the 1960's. Several 
hypotheses that have been offered are summarized. 

Sociological Explanations. Keniston (1965) posits that in- 
tensification of technological change in our country and in much 
of the modern world has been at the expense of human values. Our 


90 Humanizing Social Psychology 


technological society stresses empiricism, pragmatism, efficiency, and 
production. The absence of articulate social goals and the deification 
of technological progress at the expense of social concerns dehuman- 
izes society. The very rapidity of change makes the past irrelevant 
to the present, and the continuity with history that eases the task 
of identification and adaptation is weakened. The generational gap 
is widened by accelerating changes so that communication between 
generations becomes increasingly difficult. Patterns for the solution 
of today's problems cannot be found in the experiences of the past. 
The protest of youth against this process of dehumanization is a 
part of their struggle for identity and integrity. This line of reasoning 
has the merit of applying to the worldwide situation as well as to 
the United States and, insofar as alienation and protest are alterna- 
tive responses to dehumanization, the recent decline of protest does 
not present special difficulties for its acceptance. 

Psychosocial Factors. Feuer (1969), in a scholarly but ten- 
dentious historical analysis of youth movements that is colored by his 
early embitterment with student protest at Berkeley, combines a 
psychoanalytic view of inevitable underlying generational conflict 
(as a corollary of the Oedipus complex) with the hypothesis that 
romantic and destructive youth movements erupt when the adult 
generation has become “de-authoritized” for historical reasons. 
There is indeed good reason to believe that when the established 
generation is discredited, the grounds for protest or alienation are 
laid. But Feuer’s theory ill accords with the evidence that many 
activists sought to realize parental values, far from rebelling against 
them, and it can hardly account for the collapse of the movement 
with the turn of the decade. 

Bettelheim (1969), another caustic critic of the activists, saw 
paranoid trends in many of those whom he encountered clinically, 
and was perhaps unduly preoccupied with parallels with the youth 
movements that heralded Nazi Germany. But he suggests an under- 
lying dynamic that warrants careful attention: the frustrations of 
modern young people in their prolonged dependent status and de- 
layed adult responsibility, when they have little opportunity to deal 
with consequential matters of the real world. Certainly, this situation 
of youth is conducive to romantic activism, to apocalyptic politics— 
or to dropping out. How to involve the young more consequentially 
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in the affairs of society, how to bridge the discontinuity between 
youth and adulthood that the American educational system has so 
much accentuated, is a serious problem for American society. 

Flacks (1967) bases his interpretation of youth protest on 
an extension of Eisenstadt's (1956) and Parsons’ (1963) analysis of 
the disjunction between the values and expectations of the tradi- 
tional nuclear family and those prevailing in the occupational sphere 
of society. Although discrepancies between familial and societal 
values are inevitable in modern industrial society, Parsons suggests 
that these differences are lessening in middle-class America. Flacks 
proposes that within middle-class society there is a segment of well- 
educated families whose stress upon democratic, egalitarian prin- 
ciples, on permissiveness, and on values other than achievement does 
not accord with the prevailing values and expectations in the occu- 
pational sphere. Young people reared according to these precepts 
should find it difficult to accept the traditional social values that re- 
quire submission to authority, competition, ambition, and self-con- 
trol "Their questioning of the social norms, instigated by their 
parents, has been reinforced by their selectively chosen friends, by 
their experiences in progressive schools or camps, and by their read- 
ing. The customary rewards and incentives of the occupational 
sphere have only limited effectiveness for these young people who 
have already achieved status and affluence by virtue of their family 
origins. Flacks suggests that the abstract concern with democratic 
and egalitarian values of the parental generation, expressed in their 
child-centered approach to rearing, has become embodied in their 
children as personality traits. Adolescents who engaged in protest 
were thus not rebelling in a conventional sense but were expressing 
the values according to which they have been reared. Further, the 
nonauthoritarian stance of their parents released these young people 
to react to the problems and significant people of their time. This 
explanation, too, has no difficulty in accommodating the alternatives 
of protest and alienation. 

Existentialist Attitude. The young people of today have 
been reared at a time characterized by the omnipresent and ominous 
pressure of the nuclear stalemate. Many cogently wonder, along 
with their elders, whether mankind will be able to get by by the 
skin of its teeth. As the voice of traditional religion wanes, these 
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bleak uncertainties have made many youth responsive to the exis- 
tentialists’ call for individual commitment and responsibility—or 
absurd defiance. At first or second hand, the existentialist formula- 
tions of Sartre, Camus, and Kierkegaard have served to crystalize 
attitudes that differentiate thoughtful youth of the present genera- 
tion. 

The existentialist call to being, actualizing, or becoming ap- 
peals to many. In an age of mass society and impersonal technology, 
its emphasis upon an enlarged and acute sense of personal responsi- 
bility is refreshing. Sartre (1957) holds that man is responsible for 
himself, for his own individuality, and for all men. He emphasizes 
that the future will be as man decides it is to be. He exhorts man to 
involve himself in making the decisions that will determine his 
future. 

If the existentialist posture in its version of human dignity 
repudiates the cosmic reassurances of traditional religion, it has 
equally little use for the rationalism of the scientific world view. In 
its romantic subjectivism, it offers no guidelines, no criteria for 
meaningful choice in a world of absurdity. All depends on inner 
conviction, on freely willed choice. What is chosen in full conscious- 
ness and freedom is authentic, and authenticity is a principal virtue. 
Depending on one’s personal bent, one may seek authenticity in the 
intensification of inner experience and spontaneity (as do the alien- 
ated) or one may, like the activists, find meaning in the existential 
act of making a stand against injustice and hypocrisy. To the extent 
that youthful protesters conceive of their activism with a generally 
existentialist outlook, they feel no need for rationally elaborated or 
logically consistent theory. By the same token, they become the less 
accessible to rational dialogue with their elders. The alienated ver- 
sion of the existentialist posture is just as estranged from rational 
discourse. 

Retreat from Protestant Ethic. With the increasing secular- 
ization of America, religion has declined as determinant of behavior. 
Psychoanalysis, existentialism, and the influence of the scientific 
method have encouraged the development of a more humanistic 
ethical system concerned with honesty, authenticity, and personal 
responsibility for one’s acts. Freed from the taboos of the Victorian 
era and impelled by the dictates of a rational conscience, today’s 
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youth find that their struggles for authenticity often require dissent. 
At the same time, the consumption-oriented values of an affluent 
society have further eroded the foundations on which the traditional 
future-oriented achievement-centered ethos of Benjamin Franklin 
rested (Riesman, 1950). 

Child-rearing Factors. Flacks has stressed the importance of 
permissive, democratic child-rearing practices in the development of 
the young activist. It is not only matters of respect for the child and 
encouragement of self-regulation with which we are concerned in 
this section but also with the very techniques used by parents who 
have rejected authoritarian methods of control. Such techniques 
encourage the development of empathy and concern for others. 
When categorical enforcement of arbitrary rules by implacable 
authority is abandoned in favor of more rational methods of dis- 
cipline, several things happen. First, the reasons behind parental 
demands are explained to the child so that they no longer appear 
arbitrary. Second, these reasons are usually based on welfare con- 
cerns. The mother prohibits the child from actions, not because 
they are inherently bad but because they are potentially harmful to 
him and to others. Third, the child is encouraged to see the relation- 
ship between his own actions and their subsequent effects on other 
people. These other-oriented mechanisms of discipline are associated, 
along with affection, with the development of a humanistic con- 
science (Hoffman, 1964). The development of empathy and hu- 
manistic orientation makes it probable that a young person will 
concern himself with the plight of others. The relationship between 
activism and humanism is supported by our results on value systems 
reported earlier. 

Child-training practices viewed in this way highlight the 
continuity between parent and child generations, explain to some 
extent the support accorded to protest by parents of activists, and 
rationalize the frustrations felt by activist youth when confronted 
by arbitrary authorities who refuse their invitation to dialogue. 

But the considerable degree of discontinuity between genera- 
tions, especially in matters of discipline in child-rearing, has left 
difficult problems concerning authority. Parents who try to raise 
their children at least partly in contrast to the way they themselves 
were raised do not have the assurance of established models, of 
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having learned their own parental role from the reciprocal position 
of being a child. They are more likely than traditional parents to be 
uncertain and inconsistent and inept, even when they mean well. 
No wonder they depend upon Spock or his equivalent. Under these 
circumstances, it is not surprising that neither parents nor their 
children, nor modern society generally, have been able to keep con- 
sistently clear Erich Fromm's (1941) important distinction between 
rational authority and inhibiting or arbitrary authority. And it is 
not surprising that hang-ups about authority continue to plague 
contemporary youth. Thus, according to Yankelovich (1972, p. 
33), “the major barrier students see standing in the way of securing 
desirable work is their attitude toward authority. No obstacle comes 
even close to this one, including political views [or] style of dress." 


Summary 


In this chapter we have discussed and examined the activist 
and the apathetic adolescent who raises his voice, or who does not 
raise his voice, in political and social protest. Our focus has been 
mainly on youth in the 1960s from the perspective of the different, 
but as yet confusing, scene of the early 1970s. The activist youth has 
voiced his dissatisfaction with contemporary society. This has pro- 
duced tensions. Toward the end of the 1960s these tensions too often 
led to violence, to consequences that were destructive, however pure 
the motive. However, tensions between generations and between 
youth and society are inevitable because the older generation stands 
as gatekeeper to the opportunities and aspirations of the young and 
because the choices and commitments of youth have the power to 
either confirm or negate the values of their elders and of their so- 
ciety. If man and society are to change and grow, the adult world 
not only has to provide guidance for its youth but also must be 
able to hear and profit from youth’s perceptions, indignations, and 
insights. The rejuvenations (Erikson, 1962) of society and the older 
generation come from vitalism, idealism, and dedication of the 
young. 


Chapter Five 


A SOCIO- 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
VIEW OF FERTILITY 


I n spite of the analytic fact that 
“the fertility of a population can be viewed as a resultant of many 
individual acts and decisions, made within a framework of biologi- 
cal and environmental constraints” (Smith, 1965b, p. 70), it has 
not been very profitably so viewed heretofore. Fertility has remained 
almost an unassailed supraindividual social fact in the Durkheim- 
ian sense, a social rate with social correlates that graciously yields 
to demographic analysis but stands mute and enigmatic in the face 
of psychological scrutiny. 

Demographic analysis of census data has become ever more 
sophisticated, as techniques have been developed to disentangle how 
particular age cohorts contribute to the fertility of populations and 
fo describe and project the age structure of populations through 
time, With increased technical competence has come attendant 
conceptual sophistication about the potentialities of cohort analysis 
for the study of social change (Ryder, 1965). Structured interviews 
of well-defined population samples have served to supplement the 
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census and to illuminate relationships that elude it, documenting 
the spread of contraceptive knowledge and use throughout Ameri- 
can society, the narrowing of fertility differentials associated with 
socioeconomic status, and the persistence of religious and ethnic 
fertility differentials. 

Typically such studies have found that answers by women of 
child-bearing age to questions about ideal family size are adequately 
predictive of subsequent cohort fertility, but most inadequately pre- 
dictive at the individual level, a severe handicap for psychological 
analysis. The most diligent attempt to discover psychological deter- 
minants of differential fertility—the so-called Princeton study 
(Westoff and others, 1961, 1963 )—drew a blank, perhaps because 
ideal family size was used as the dependent variable and because the 
psychological instruments were admittedly weak (Fawcett [1970] 
briefly reviews the major studies in this tradition; Hawthorne 
[1970] reviews the literature on fertility from a sociological per- 
spective and also provides a good annotated bibliography.) A good 
deal can be said about the consequences for fertility of social status, 
social mobility, family structure, religious affiliation, and rural-urban 
residence and about gross contrasts in fertility between the indus- 
trialized countries and the rest of the world. Since it is individual 
men and women, not cohorts or social strata, who have babies, these 
social facts should have their psychological counterparts, and a 
sound psychological perspective on fertility should be an essential 
component in developing social strategies to bring the growth of 
population under control. Unfortunately, little that is well estab- 
lished can be said from the psychological standpoint. 

For psychologists this unsatisfactory state of affairs should 
pose an irresistible challenge, given substantial variance in fertility 
left unaccounted for by demographic methods and also given the 
plausible conjecture that at least substantial components of the vari- 
ance that is accounted for demographically should be traceable, in 
principle, to mediating processes and dispositions at the individual 
level. Yet, until very recently, few psychologists have risen to the 
challenge; many others must join in. The stakes are too high for 
us to accept the negative answer easily, especially when neither our 
theories nor our methods of measurement are in good enough order 
to make null results interesting or persuasive. 
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My part in the common endeavor is that of amicus curiae, 
not that of active investigator, so an even more modest stance befits 
me than the unsatisfactory research situation itself requires. In 
sketching some aspects of a sociopsychological view of fertility, my 
aim is to piece together scaffolding within which questions can be 
posed for research, rather than to present well-developed hypotheses 
ripe for empirical test. If the venture is worthwhile, it is because 
the psychological variables that were previously lying to hand may 
not have been the right ones, and some of the obvious questions 
from a psychological point of view remain to be pursued with 
proper diligence, or even to be asked. I argue that much descriptive 
work at the psychological level needs to be done before fancier the- 
orizing and hypothesis-testing are warranted. 

My task is made more difficult by the disorder of con- 
temporary social psychology, a border area claimed by both psychol- 
ogy and sociology in which a congeries of perspectives, concepts, and 
partial theories compete with one another without synthesis, and in 
which there is disagreement about methods and data. 'The socio- 
psychological perspective cannot be represented consensually. In 
contrast with sociodemographic approaches, however, a sociopsy- 
chological approach implies attention to individual behavior viewed 
as an interactive product of personal dispositions and situational 
properties, the former seen as the developmental resultant of previ- 
ous interactions. 

A focus at the individual level does not coincide with a psycho- 
logical approach, of course; physiological and sociocultural factors 
affecting the events from conception to parturition can also be ex- 
amined as they bear upon the individual. Two very generally rele- 
vant accounting schemes at the individual level provide a frame- 
work for the analysis of psychological and other factors affecting 
fertility: the reproductive causal sequence and the life cycle. It is 
well to note them both at the outset. 

As for the former, Davis and Blake (1956) point out that 
fertility change can be partitioned exhaustively among intercourse 
variables, conception variables, and gestation variables. Each step in 
the causal chain is the locus of nonpsychological influences; each 
step is also at least potentially influenced by such psychological 
factors as motives, attitudes, habits, intentions, and decisions. Such 
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an abstract analytical scheme does not tell us how the terms of fer- 
tility-relevant action are defined for the behaving individual: thus, 
until the surprisingly radical shift in law and mores about abortion, 
gestation was a purely biological matter beyond the range of attitude 
and decision for many middle-class Americans. But the scheme re- 
minds the psychologist to keep his search for the impact of psycho- 
logical factors properly differentiated. 

The relevance of the life cycle with its biologically and so- 
cially defined markers of puberty, adolescence, maturity, marriage, 
sequential childbearing, and middle age is as obvious to psycholo- 
gists as it is to demographers. It is well to note that the psychologi- 
cal mediation of factors affecting fertility may differ systematically 
along the way as men and women move through the cycle; the 
timing with which people move through the cycle (age of marriage, 
age of first child, for example) is one of the important determinants 
of fertility for which psychological mediation may be sought. 

In a now classic statement Garrett Hardin (1968) posed 
the problem of fertility control in a form that engaged productively 
with sociopsychological thinking. His parable of the commons dra- 
matizes a structural feature that uncontrolled population growth 
shares with an interrelated parcel of contemporary social dilemmas, 
all of which hinge on the pressures that people are now bringing 
against an environment of limited resources. Hardin writes (p. 
1244): 


The tragedy of the commons develops in this way. Pic- 
ture a pasture open to all. It is to be expected that each herds- 
man will try to keep as many cattle as possible on the commons. 
Such an arrangement may work reasonably satisfactorily for 
centuries because tribal wars, poaching, and disease keep the 
number of both man and beast well below the “carrying capac- 
ity” of the land. Finally, however, comes the day of reckoning, 
that is, the day when the long-desired social stability becomes a 
reality. At this point, the inherent logic of the commons re- 
morselessly generates tragedy. 

As a rational being each herdsman seeks to maximize his 
gain. Explicitly or implicitly, more or less consciously, he asks: 
“What is the utility to me of adding one more animal to my 
herd?” This utility has two components: (1) A positive com- 
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ponent, which is a function of the increment of one animal. 
Since the herdsman receives all the proceeds from the sale of 
the additional animal, the positive utility is nearly +1. (2) A 
negative component, which is a function of the additional over- 
grazing created by one more animal. But since the effects of 
overgrazing are shared by all the herdsmen, the negative utility 
for any particular decision-making herdsman is only a fraction 
of —1. 

Adding together the component partial utilities, the ra- 
tional herdsman concludes that the only sensible course for him 
to pursue is to add another animal to his herd. And another; 
and another. . . . But this is the conclusion reached by each 
and every rational herdsman sharing a commons. Therein is 
the tragedy. Each man is locked in to a system that compels him 
to increase his herd without limit—in a world that is limited. 
Ruin is the destination toward which all men rush, each pur- 
suing his own best interest in a society that believes in the 
freedom of the commons. Freedom in a commons brings ruin to 
all. 


Just as the private utility to an individual of adding one 
additional car to the freeway exceeds his private share in the public 
disutility of ever more tangled traffic and just as the private gain 
from discharging pollution in the air or waters (also a commons) 
exceeds the private component of the shared cost of a deteriorating 
environment when this cost is treated as an externality, so the in- 
dividual share in the cost to all of a world clogged with people can- 
not balance the private gains to the behaving individual who wants 
more children (and people the world over presently want more 
children than are required for a stable population under existing 
conditions of health and mortality). 

Hardin thus argues that the population crisis belongs to a 
class of problems for which there is no technical solution, in the 
sense of a solution that in principle is within the reach of science 
and technology. What is required, rather, is a political solution : 
"mutual coercion, mutually agreed upon," in Hardin's rendition 
of the Hobbesian social contract. 

In a provocative and pessimistic rejoinder the political scien- 
tist Crowe (1969) accepts Hardin's statement of the problem but 
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rejects as no longer feasible his conclusions for social policy. (He 
also chides Hardin for asserting what he says is a truism among so- 
cial scientists: small matter, when so many social scientists still fail 
to see the structure of the problem as clearly.) In an increasingly 
“tribalized” world in which societies are fragmented into mutually 
alienated groups that diverge in ultimate values rather than in 
negotiable interests, how shall the social contract for political regu- 
lation be drawn? Matters are even more grim, says Crowe, because 
at the same time that the myth of value consensus has lost its force, 
the myth that the state holds a monopoly of coercive power has like- 
wise been punctured by irreconcilable dissidents. If the population 
dilemma belongs to the class of problems that lack a technical solu- 
tion, Crowe argues, these same problems now appear beyond the 
reach of political solution as well. Man's tragic predicament is 
deeper than Hardin supposed. 

A temperamentally more sanguine and historically more so- 
phisticated observer of the imperfections of modern government 
might take a less apocalyptic view than Crowe leaves us. But when 
ideological leaders of the black poor cry “genocide” at proposals 
for mild and voluntaristic programs of family planning, it should 
be easy to see what he is talking about. And one can hardly gainsay 
his complaint that little can be hoped for so long as scientists and 
technologists dump their insoluble problems on politics, while social 
scientists and politicians look to science and technology for magical 
solutions to the problems that they cannot solve—especially when 
precisely the same "insoluble" problems are at issue. We are in it 
together and had better cooperate. 

Note, however, that when Hardin and Crowe write about 
problems that in principle lack a technical solution, they are talking 
about hard science and technology, and when Crowe writes about 
the lack of a political solution, he has in mind latter-day American 
politics. If we and our successors as American and world citizens 
are to grapple effectively with the potentially tragic problems— 
there is, of course, no guarantee that we will succeed—we cannot 
afford to accept either of these “givens.” 

The sense of impending catastrophe promulgated by apoca- 
lyptic writers finds an appreciative audience in many of the younger 
generation and may, after all, presage adaptive transformations in 
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our political processes and institutions: faith in business as usual is 
waning. Facing the same ominous data, a more optimistic writer 
like Platt (1966) can envision the possibility that we stand on the 
threshold of “the step to man”; human life may shift to a new and 
more desirable level if we can only manage to navigate these 
treacherous waters. 

As for the first given, the conception of science and technol- 
ogy surely must be broadened to include the social sciences, psychol- 
ogy among them. Hard science and politics-as-usual are not enough. 
And among the social sciences, the population problem is too im- 
portant to be left to the demographers. As yet we have hardly begun 
the attempt to see if psychology and the social sciences can con- 
tribute to a solution that necessarily must have both technical and 
political ingredients. 

If we follow Hardin, the incentives governing individual 
decisions about procreation produce actions that now cumulate to 
the disadvantage of all—this is the motivational structure of the 
population problem. In the sphere of fertility the “Unseen Hand” 
that Adam Smith imagined as guiding individually self-interested 
economic actions so that they cumulate to the common good is 
clearly not working, any more than it works in the other spheres that 
govern man’s ecological balance or in the economy as such. The 
pragmatic problem that we face is thus how to restructure the di- 
lemma of the commons so that individual decisions can dependably 
cumulate to social advantage, so that net growth in population is 
brought to a halt. Insofar as decisional processes are involved, an 
engineering of incentives and constraints in which deliberate social 
policy replaces the mythical Unseen Hand, would seem to be called 
for. 

Of course, there are immense difficulties in the way of 
achieving an effective national population policy, let alone the 
effective international one that the facts require. These barriers also 
hinder the development of effective policy regarding any of the 
many matters that require comprehensive, long-term planning and 
implementation if the common good is to be advanced. Wildavsky 
(1964) is only one among many who have recently told us that the 
budgetary context of decision-making in government enforces 
incremental adjustments that are the antithesis of comprehensive 
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and effective policy in response to short-term pinches of the shoe. 
But these difficulties surely cannot excuse our giving up the attempt 
to design social policy on the basis of improved causal understanding 
before the attempt is fairly begun. The recent rapid shift in national 
attention to issues of population and ecology should give us heart. 
The decision-making framework in which Hardin presents 
the dilemma of the commons fits very well with thoughtways now 
prevalent among social psychologists. Indeed, a number of psychol- 
ogists have worked with formal models of decision-making, an ap- 
proach reviewed by Taylor (1965) and by Becker and McClintock 
(1967). More broadly, exchange theorists such as Thibaut and 
Kelley (1959) have productively adapted the cost-benefit approach 
of economics for the analysis of a variety of sociopsychological 
problems. But the analysis of behavioral alternatives in terms of 
their associated costs and gains, as if rational decision were involved, 
is much more widely shared. The fact that behavior is motivated 
and that motivation is governed by positive and negative incentives 
is an insight of commonsense psychology. The commons dilemma, as 
Hardin poses it, thus makes equal sense to the psychologist whose 
theoretical preferences turn him toward a cognitive theory of means 
and goals, to the stimulus-response behaviorist concerned with the 
shaping of behavior under the influence of the balance of reinforce- 
ments or rewards, and to the functional, personality-oriented psy- 
chologist who notes that people acquire and retain dispositions and 
behavior patterns that by and large work out for them adaptively 
in the balance of gratification. To insist that Hardin's phrasing of 
the dilemma should make sense to social psychologists of many 
stripes is not to minimize consequential differences that follow from 
these diverse preferences among strategies of theorizing. The point 
is, rather, that the practical dilemma is already shaped to present 
interesting theoretical problems for psychological research. 


Research Questions 


The remainder of this chapter suggests, at a more specific 
level, some of the research problems that social psychologists might 
concern themselves with if they take the commons dilemma seri- 
ously. For a starting point we may return to my statement, “Insofar 
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as decisional processes are involved [italics added], an engineering 
of incentives and constraints would seem to be called foros sod A 
first empirical question thus has to do with the extent to which de- 
cisions are made in matters that affect fertility. A second concerns 
the terms in which decisions are made. 

Whether or not having children is indeed a matter of de- 
cision surely varies with cultural group and with social stratum. At 
one extreme is the idealized case of the fatalistic traditionalist, for 
whom the appearance of offspring rests with the will of Allah; at 
the other, the voluntarism promulgated by the middle-class Planned 
Parenthood movement and fostered by the seemingly inevitable 
spread of a rational-technical orientation accompanying modern 
technology the world over. For the most part, as Rainwater (1960) 
has noted, the decision when it occurs is cast in negative terms—not 
to have (more) children, and failure to make a decision thus is 
likely to result in procreation. Even near the fatalistic pole, how- 
ever, where the possibility of modern contraception does not exist in 
the range of choice, alternatives of delayed marriage, sexual ab- 
stinence, coitus interruptus, or abortion may have sufficient psycho- 
logical reality to suggest the presence of child-bearing decisions. The 
involvement of decision would seem to be a matter of degree. 

The second question is more complex and points to unex- 
plored areas where careful descriptive socio-psychological research 
is needed, What are the terms in which decisions are made? And 
how do nondecisional factors in the technological and social context 
influence these terms and thus affect fertility? Moreover, what are 
the units of decision, and how do they come to bear upon fertility- 
relevant behavior? Do marital partners decide upon a wanted fam- 
ily size, or on an acceptable range, rather than upon the accepta- 
bility or desirability of a next pregnancy now? Are family decisions 
made in a short-run time perspective, like incrementalist government 
policy, or do some parents make their plans in a longer time per- 
spective? Which parents? Which partner makes the decisions, and 


with what degree of real or assumed consensus? What alternatives 


are weighed, and what considerations are seen as relevant? It is 
bout these matters in KAP surveys of 


easy enough to ask questions a! a i 
knowledge, attitudes, and practices about birth control and family 
determine whether the answers 


planning, but it is not so simple to 
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reflect real decisions that strategically affect fecundity or essentially 
epiphenomenal pseudo-decisions of little real consequence. Close 
phenomenological inquiry followed up longitudinally is needed to 
throw further light on these questions. 

Limits on the present rationality of decision-making that 
suggest openings for substantial change in the outcome of decisions, 
if the governing assumptions can be altered, can be identified 
through a careful mapping of what people take for granted as out- 
side the range of decision or as setting the fixed terms of decision. A 
dramatic case in point is that of pluralistic ignorance. The term was 
originated in a discussion of normatively regulated behavior by 
Katz and Schanck (1938), who wrote: “People will stay in line 
because their fellows do, yet, if they only knew that their comrades 
wanted to kick over the traces too, the institutional conformity of 
the group would quickly vanish” (pp. 174-175). Such pluralistic 
ignorance was unearthed in the early Puerto Rican study by Hill, 
Stycos, and Back (1959), who found—contrary to the accepted 
tenet of cultural machismo that men are expected to want large 
families, especially of sons, as proof of their masculinity—that men 
were even more oriented toward small families than their wives. 
Since their wives were quite unaware of this fact, it was the false 
and vulnerable assumption that men want large families that must 
have figured in the women’s decision processes. 

What people take for granted can undergo rapid change. 
For many devout Catholics the papal interdiction of artificial con- 
traception must once have settled the matter, removing the possibil- 
ity of efficient contraception from consideration as an alternative. 
After disagreement with this dictum flared up among the priests 
and bishops of the post-Vatican II Church, however, the highly 
publicized controversy inevitably shifted the issues for decision on 
the part of the faithful. A dogma become moot no longer enjoys the 
privilege of automatically setting the terms of decision. 

The same is true of legally enforced norms that formerly 
excluded abortion in America or relegated it to a risky and expen- 
sive underworld.* The first crack in the armor of state law seems to 


2 Since this chapter was written, my attention has been called to 
the provocative paper by Namboodiri and Pope, 1968, contrasting the impli- 
cations of what they term the “economic” and the “normative” approaches to 
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have set in motion a process of rapid legal and normative change 
that has already made abortion figure in personal decisions on a 
scale that would have been unthinkable a few years ago. Was 
pluralistic ignorance involved in sustaining the former seemingly 
impregnable barriers? Or, as in the case of race relations, have we 
underestimated the responsiveness of the mores to legal initiative? 
Research is needed to capture some of the dynamics of the rapid 
change now in progress and thus add to our understanding of the 
malleability of the terms of reproductive decisions. 

'The impact of developments in contraceptive and abortifa- 
cient technology will also depend on how they affect the terms of 
individual decision-making. There is the obvious factor of risk that 
enters into the cost-benefit balance: when the perceived risk entailed 
by a contraceptive technique can be reduced, its acceptability is en- 
hanced. Akin are the effects to be anticipated from reducing the 
bother, mess, or unwelcome side effects of contraception. Elsewhere 
(Smith, 1965b) I have stressed the psychological importance of 
differences between the various birth-control methods in how they 
package and structure the decision process. The existing methods 
can be ordered on a continuum from sterilization, through the loop 
and the pill, to the diaphragm and condom—according to the scope 
of the consequences governed by a single decision. I argue that only 
those methods in which a single decision commits the person to 


the explanatory analysis of human fertility. To the extent that economic 
considerations of utility apply, the values involved in decisions affecting 
family size fall into a hierarchy of preferences; to the extent that moral 
norms supervene, choices are made without consideration of utilities. The 
paper provides appropriate references developing each point of view and 
argues that neither the economic nor the normative approach alone helps 
explain choice behavior in all situations: determination of the extent to 
which either applies is an empirical matter. 

The approach taken in the present essay is, of course, broadly 
“economic”; it underplays the role of moral norms, which, as Namboodiri 
and Pope suggest, may figure more prominently in regard to family size in 
nonindustrial societies than in industrially advanced ones. It should be noted, 
however, that norms vary in their consensuality and in their moral force; 
utilitarian considerations may often result in contranormative behavior. Asa 
result, in the longer run the content of what is normative may shift under 
utilitarian pressures. Something of the sort may be happening in the United 
States in regard to the issue of abortion. These considerations argue against 
a sharp separation of the utilitarian and the normative. 
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effective birth prevention over many occasions of intercourse hold 
much promise for population control; any method that requires a 
new decision to accompany each sexual act sets requirements too 
stringent to be effective in regulating behavior that is as impulsive 
and as private as sex. Moreover, the advantage should lie with 
methods that change the focus of decision from contraception to 
conception, so that pregnancy, not its prevention, requires active 
choice. Of presently available methods, only the imperfectly effec- 
tive loop has this advantage for women who find it acceptable. 

On these a priori psychological grounds, I set higher priority 
on improving the loop or on developing an implanted long-term pill 
that can be neutralized at will by taking a complementary pill 
than on investment in further psychological research, desirable as 
that is. For persons continually at risk of conception, such techno- 
logical measures should create a context of decision in which un- 
wanted pregnancies would be minimal. For persons only occasion- 
ally or unpredictably at risk—particularly the unmarried young— 
analogous considerations would give priority to the development of a 
safe, acceptable abortifacient for the morning after—a technological 
advance that would avoid the psychological and moral disadvan- 
tages of deliberately maintaining a constant state of readiness for 
sexual activity, as the regimen of the pill requires. 

But convinced as I am of these armchair conclusions, re- 
search is clearly needed on how proposed new techniques actually 
do become involved in the motivational and decision processes of 
their users. Clinical tests of new methods should always include 
systematic study of these matters. 

The effects on fertility of differences or changes in the social 
structure and institutional context are also likely to be mediated by 
their influence on the terms of behavioral decisions that affect pro- 
creation. Davis (1967) counts on such mediation in his controversy 
with proponents of voluntaristic planned parenthood. In Davis’s 
view, support of family planning has misleadingly deflected potential 
support from more effective measures toward the control of popu- 
lation growth. He argues that only major social changes that entail 
the restructuring of incentives and the erosion of familistic values 
are adequate to change the fertility of a population. Planned parent- 
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hood, as Davis sees it, actually promotes rather than counteracts 
familistic values; moreover, it deals with trivial attitudes that can- 
not be expected to give leverage against the strong motives that un- 
derlie human fertility. One may differ with his verdict against the 
support of family planning (as I discuss the matter subsequently, I 
believe voluntaristic family planning and the programming of in- 
centives are entirely compatible) yet accept his analysis of how 
social change can affect the motivational basis of fertility. 

Plausible examples of these relationships are readily avail- 
able. Thus the value of an additional child differs in an economy of 
. farm or household industry versus one where prolonged education 
entails high costs and delays economic productivity until well after 
the capacity for independent adulthood has been reached. It like- 
wise differs in a traditional society in which provision of sustenance 
to the aged and of ritual honor to the dead depends entirely on 
their progeny versus a secular society that provides for the social 
security of the aged. Corresponding differences in fertility rates fol- 
low. Yet it is difficult, indeed, to estimate in advance the net con- 
sequences for fertility of major social changes seen in process or 
contemplated as a matter of deliberate policy. There are no exam- 
ples of success. 

The structural changes now being fervently pressed by radi- 
cal feminists would affect the terms of reproductive decisions as 
well as the values of parenthood. When few other options are so- 
cially available to women for creative self-realization, the values 
inherent in motherhood are likely to be seized upon and even mag- 
nified by default. If equal and adequate opportunities for women 
become available in what has previously been a man’s world, how- 
ever, motherhood—or at least compulsively repetitive motherhood— 
may less frequently be the most attractive alternative. 

These conjectures need elaboration and testing in research. 
But I have carried the examples far enough to suggest that an ade- 
quate causal analysis, which is needed for the guidance of social 
policy, requires the joint application of sociological and psycho- 
logical perspectives, which then become complementary rather than 
competitive. Controversies about which factors lend themselves most 
promisingly to strategic access are likely to be more illuminating, 
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and less heated, than ones about the priority of social versus psycho- 
logical causes, seen in the competitive terms of academic territorial- 
ity. 

The loosely construed decision-making framework that I 
have found useful thus far must be still further qualified if it is not 
to become a Procrustean bed for the analysis of psychological factors 
in fertility. It is not always helpful to think of motivated human be- 
havior in terms of decisions, even implicit ones. Behavior may be 
motivated and emitted without the weighing of alternatives. To try 
to compress the psychology of motivation into a decisional frame- 
work, with its implications of rationality, would surely be unwise. 
The quasi-rational component seems dependable enough, however, 
to make Hardin’s analysis of the tragedy of the commons persuasive 
and to warrant the development of social strategies to shift the bal- 
ance of incentives. In this connection it seems to me too bad that 
followers of B. F. Skinner's approach to the experimental analysis 
of behavior have not as yet turned their very considerable analytic 
and manipulative ingenuity to the population problem. Beginnings 
are made in a programmatic paper by Lipe (1971). 

In the broader realm of motivational processes relevant to 
fertility, the social psychologist is accustomed to focusing on beliefs, 
attitudes, and values as dispositions that, jointly with the person’s 
appraisal of his situation of action, enter into the determination of 
what he does. The psychoanalytically oriented psychologist will be 
alert to deeper motivations that are less directly expressed. The bur- 
den of much of the foregoing, for the social psychologist, is to sug- 
gest that we do not yet have adequately clear ideas about what 
beliefs, attitudes, and values engage with reproductively relevant 
behavior. Naturalistically conceived research in depth along the 
lines of Rainwater’s (1960, 1965) is needed if we are to discern the 
relevant units of psychological organization. 


Internal Versus External Control 


People are not just bundles of beliefs, attitudes, and values 
that channel motives. These dispositions must be seen in the con- 
text of the organization of personality. An aspect of personality that 
shows special promise in the present context is the way that people 
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differ in the degree to which they are psychologically organized to 
carry out a planful course of action. As we know, there is many a 
slip between intention and realization, between expressions of atti- 
tude and consequential behavior. Progress toward the conceptualiza- 
tion and measurement of personality differences in this respect 
should be relevant to family planning. 

A recent socio-psychological approach giving considerable 
evidence of coming to grips with this problem deals with differences 
in the individual's capacity for self-determination in terms of his 
self-conceptions as “origin” or “pawn” of social causation (De 
Charms, 1968) or in terms of the individual's generalized expecta- 
tions about outcomes of his actions as under internal or external 
control (Rotter, 1966; Lefcourt, 1966). As I have reinterpreted 
these convergent lines of research and theory (Chapter Eight), what 
seems to be involved is a cluster of self-attitudes that tend to func- 
tion as a self-fulfilling prophecy. People who are convinced that they 
are origins, that their important outcomes are under their own con- 
trol, behave to enhance the likelihood that their beliefs will be con- 
firmed; so, unfortunately, do those who see themselves as pawns at 
the mercy of external forces. In his I-E scale (internal versus exter- 
nal control) J. B. Rotter has provided a convenient but rather crude 
and faulted measure of the variable, in terms of which there are 
validating indications that groups contrasting in actual social power 
differ as might be expected, and that the variable has behavioral 
consequences in line with our present interests. 

More substantial clues are available that locus of control has 
a direct bearing on fertility-relevant behavior. In a study of under- 
graduates MacDonald (1970) reports that among the unmarried 
females who indicated that they had engaged in premarital coitus, 
substantially and significantly more of the respondents high in in- 
ternal control than of those high in external control reported the use 
of some form of birth control. Essentially the same conceptual vari- 
able, differently approached, has been tapped by Williamson 
(1969) and others under the label sense of efficacy. In the context 
of a major study of modernization, Williamson finds his measure to 
be related to favorable attitudes toward birth control. 

Still further supportive evidence has been reported by Keller, 
Sims, Henry, and Crawford (1970) in their suggestive intensive 
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study of twenty lower-class Negro couples, half of whom were mak- 
ing effective use of contraceptives and half of whom were not. (The 
subgroups were well matched: all were of childbearing age with at 
least two children; all were informed about contraception and had 
contraceptive services available.) In a study presented as reestablish- 
ing the promise of a psychological approach to fertility, projective 
measures of feelings of efficacy, need for achievement (men only), 
and tendency to plan ahead were prominent among the measures 
that discriminated significantly between users and nonusers. 

In contrast with the measures of personality traits that have 
proved so disappointing in previous research on fertility, where the 
rationale for expecting any relationship has tended to be vague and 
intuitive at best, personal control or sensed efficacy is a variable that 
fills a well-defined theoretical gap. Voluntaristic programs of family 
planning, whether or not they are thought of as steps toward the 
control of population growth, crucially depend on the planfulness 
of their participants. If we can develop adequate measures of peo- 
ple’s propensity to take command of their own fate, we will have 
brought into view an important ingredient in the success or failure 
of the voluntaristic strategy. We may also have discovered a moder- 
ate variable that helps determine whether people act in terms of 
their expressed attitudes in matters of family planning. 

The research priorities here seem clear enough. In the short 
run the Rotter scale, or one or another of the several short scales 
of survey items offered to tap the sense of efficacy, should be applied 
in newly undertaken studies of attitudes and practices about birth 
control and family planning. Taking into account the known de- 
ficiencies of existing scales, locus of control is sufficiently relevant to 
family planning behavior to justify setting even higher priority on 
the development of a theoretically and psychometrically more ade- 
quate measure from the pool of items now available. 


Conceptualization and Strategy 


The points I have chosen to emphasize are, I realize, a slim 
selection from the possible points of contact between social psychol- 
ogy and research on fertility and population. I have not dealt with 
the psychology of communication, persuasion, and attitude change 
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— central topics of social psychology—because I am reluctantly con- 
vinced that these useful areas of sociopsychological competence are 
unlikely to be the sites of major breakthroughs toward understand- 
ing what has eluded conventional demography. I have ignored the 
important area of small-group interaction as applied to communica- 
tive relationships in the family because it has been the preserve of 
social psychologists affiliated with sociology; I do not know enough 
about it. 

In adopting a loose decision-making orientation as a point of 
departure for identifying research needs, I have risked presenting 
a rationalistic caricature of a realm of human behavior that is surely 
ridden with irrationality. In calling for research attention to limita- 
tions on rational decision, my preference for a cognitive theoretical 
approach has led me to stress factors in people's knowledge and be- 
liefs, in their situations of action as they define them, that affect the 
terms of their decisions; I have slighted the barriers of habit and 
custom, less cognitively formulated, which also restrict people's op- 
tions and which need research attention. : 

Underlying my selection of topics is a set of appraisals and 
value judgments that governs what I presently find most useful for 
learning about the social psychology of fertility; the purposes of this 
book are served best if I make these appraisals and value judgments 
explicit. I am personally persuaded by Hardin’s analysis of the pop- 
ulation problem as a tragedy of the commons and take seriously 
Crowe’s elaborations of the difficulties that beset the search for a 
political solution. In these terms the problem is deadly serious: only 
the length of the period of grace left for us to find a solution seems 
open to debate. The world is limited; population will eventually 
cease to grow because of the mortality of war, famine, disease, and 
environmental fouling and depletion—or because the quality of life 
has fallen to such a miserable level that in Hardin’s equation the 
individual utilities for having children, plus and minus, finally bal- 
ance. The problem is so serious that even coercive measures must 
be considered. According to Hardin’s analysis, jawboning and edu- 
cational approaches will not by themselves suffice. 

But here my commitment to the value of human freedom in- 
sists on recognition. The values embedded in my view of human 
potentiality call for the expansion, not the contraction, of the range 
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of human choice. Freedom and self-determination seem to me to 
make more difference to the quality of life than even clean air and 
green land. How can we preserve the reality of choice, yet avoid 
the doom inherent in the common tragedy? 

To put the question thus seems to me to point unmistakably 
toward a deliberate social policy of incentives for family limitation— 
incentives provided directly to the potential parents or produced 
indirectly via planned institutional changes that in turn modify the 
terms of reproductive decisions. A strategy of appropriately designed 
incentives would leave free choice to the individual—indeed, it 
would encourage planful choice—while it would steer the overall 
statistical outcome, as this outcome must be steered if we are to 
avoid catastrophe, by adjusting the nature or the value of the al- 
ternatives offered. 

To further speculate, I see the strategy of direct incentives 
favored by Spengler (1969) as complementary to the reliance on 
major institutional change primarily stressed by Davis (1967). We 
are drastically inexperienced in the initiation and guidance of 
planned social change. Even if we can gird ourselves politically to 
bring change about, we still lack the competence to steer it to pro- 
duce the desired effects on fertility. At best the feedback features 
of the social system inherently involve time lags that preclude ac- 
curate guidance. To achieve a desired target of stable population 
replacement, then, sensitive control over decision structures that a 
program of direct incentives could provide seems an essential com- 
ponent of an effective social plan. 

These are admittedly Utopian speculations, but the serious- 
ness of our predicament requires us to gain practice in Utopian 
thinking. At a more practical level, psychologists are already in a 
position to contribute to the design of antinatalistic incentives 
(Pohlman, 1973), which if they are to be ethically acceptable must 
rest upon a base of truly adequate income support. I would also 
note, with Chilman (1970), that other important human values 
besides stabilized population and freedom of choice are going to be 
deeply touched by any deliberate effort to limit population growth. 
Unanticipated and unwelcome side effects on the values presently 
realized in family life should be ferreted out imaginatively and moni- 
tored carefully. 
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To develop a policy of qualified voluntarism—voluntarism 
within a context of designed incentives—will require dependable 
and sophisticated knowledge about the terms in which people 
actually make the decisions that affect procreation and about the 
extent to which they make decisions at all. It is here that I have 
placed greatest emphasis in the present chapter. Developing such a 
policy also calls for knowledge of people's capacity for voluntary 
planning that is rational within a given incentive structure—the 
topic dealt with in the foregoing section. 

In this bold—or rash—endeavor, what help may we reason- 
ably expect from social psychology? Here I must return to my initial 
modest position. In the face of discouraging prior efforts, I hesi- 
tate to promise striking immediate gains from sociopsychological 
research in the control of additional variance in fertility. But the 
sort of empirical mapping of relevant dispositions, situations, and de- 
cisional processes that I have called for might reasonably be ex- 
pected to yield a clearer understanding of the causal nexus that un- 
derlies demographic correlations. This understanding in turn should 
be relevant to the development of social policy. 

From a strategic point of view, technology and other com- 
ponents of people's situations of action are more likely to be accessi- 
ble to change than are people themselves. Special attention might 
therefore be given to how people interpret and react to proposed 
innovations in social incentives and in contraceptive-abortifacient 
technology. Fortunately the evaluation of social programs is at last 
becoming a subject of potential interest to competent and imagina- 
tive social psychologists. 


Chapter Six 


ETHICAL 
IMPLICATIONS OF 
POPULATION 
POLICIES 


€000000000000000000000€0 


I is unfortunately a moot ques- 
tion whether our American governmental system is capable of de- 
veloping and implementing a population policy, in the sense of a 
coherent legislative and administrative posture toward the attain- 
ment of explicit objectives concerning the growth, distribution, and 
structure of population. I have taken part in a discussion that in- 
cluded several eminent political scientists who ruled out the very 
possibility of policy in this sense, as unworthy of serious considera- 
tion; they could become interested only in latent or implicit policy, 
that is, the unintended consequences of governmental action—or in 
the effects of predicted population change on the processes of gov- 
ernment. To me, this is rank and irresponsible defeatism. The need 
for explicit social policy in regard to population and a variety of 
related urgent issues is a principal challenge to our faltering govern- 
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mental system. We have already gone too far in reaping the unin- 
tended and unwelcome consequences of implicit policy. 

Any consideration of explicit population policy lands us 
squarely in the realm of political and ethical issues—political be- 
cause competing interests are at stake, ethical because we have to 
assign priorities to competing values, to arrive at accommodations 
between competing standards or criteria of evaluation. Issues of 
political ethics—of who ought to get what, where, and when ac- 
cording to what substantive criteria or procedural rules—are cen- 
tral and exceedingly difficult. 

As questions of sheer survival begin to surface, naked Real- 
politik—the unenlightened self-interest of the already powerful or 
of those who aspire to power—is all too likely to eclipse humane 
ethics, In the ringing words of Mack the Knife (in Brecht’s Three- 
penny Opera), Erst kommt das Fressen, dann kommt die Morale: 
The belly comes first; only then, ethics. We may be farther than we 
think along this ominous path, even in affluent and spacious Amer- 
ica. For me, the handwriting began to trace itself on the wall when 
I read Hardin’s (1971) guest editorial in Science. Hardin is of 
course well known for his classic analysis of the tragedy of the com- 
mons (1968), perhaps the most acute and eloquent analysis of our 
population dilemma. Three years later he writes (1971, p. 1297) : 


If the world is one great commons, in which all food is 
shared equally, then we are lost. Those who breed faster will 
replace the rest. Sharing the food from national territories is 
operationally equivalent to sharing territories: in both cases à 
commons is established, and tragedy is the ultimate result. In 
the absence of breeding controls, a policy of “one mouth, one 
meal" ultimately produces one miserable world. 

In a less than perfect world, the allocation of rights 
based on territory must be defended if a ruinous breeding race is 
to be avoided. It is unlikely that civilization and dignity can sur- 
vive everywhere; but better in a few places than in none. 
Fortunate minorities must act as the trustees of a civilization 
that is threatened by uninformed good intentions, 


Erst kommt das Fressen—in spite of the fine words about 
civilization, What kind of civilization would it be? I am glad that 
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Minna Rees (1971), as President of the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science, subsequently called upon scientists 
and nonscientists to explore more humane alternatives. But the issue 
is joined, and it is very desirable that it be joined explicitly before 
we slip unknowingly behind the battlements of a tough-minded— 
and dehumanized—fortress America. 

Ethical aspects of population policy are everybody's business. 
All the same, the professional philosopher has a special contribu- 
tion to make—not in telling the rest of us what is right but in bring- 
ing to bear the cumulative sophistication of ethical inquiry to help 
us think clearly, consistently, and with the necessary degree of com- 
plexity about ethical issues. Here I can only advertise, not summar- 
ize, a splendid paper by Daniel Callahan (1971) on ethics and 
population limitation. Callahan provides philosophical duffers like 
me with the best brief guided tour I know through the technical 
alternatives currently available in ethical thinking, explains his own 
position—to me a sensible one (called a “mixed deontological 
theory”), and applies it to the succinct discussion of a set of im- 
portant, concrete ethical issues concerning population limitation, 
as encountered by individuals, governments, and private organiza- 
tions—more issues than I can possibly touch in this chapter. 

The crux of Callahan’s own ethical position is this: “One is 
obliged to act in such a way that the fundamental values of free- 
dom, justice and security/survival are . . . respected and, in case 
of conflict, . . . one or more of these values can be limited if and 
only if it can be shown that such a course will serve to increase the 
balance of good over evil? (pp. 14-15). Further, Callahan states 
that “those choices of action ought to be preferred which give a 
primacy of place to the value of freedom of choice. If conditions 
appear to require a limitation of freedom, this should be done in 
such a way as to minimize the direct and indirect harmful conse- 
quences, and be just in the chosen means of limitation" (p. 23). 

Let us accept this broad framework for present purposes, 
recognizing that others can be defended. The population crisis has 
injected considerations of security/ survival into the ethics of popu- 
lation policy: that is what the crisis is about. Freedom and justice, 
on their part, sound like abstract values, far from the throbbing 
warmth of human concerns as they are experienced by nonphilos- 
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ophers. But as abstractions they encompass precisely these concerns. 
Freedom is my right to pursue my values and goals, whatever they 
may be. It encompasses my other values as well as being a value on 
its own. Who is to decide how many children I should have? In the 
name of security/survival, we are beginning to be asked to consider 
coercive measures to limit population growth. When we ask who 
should bear the brunt of policies to limit population, justice or 
equity is involved. Men, women? 'The poor, the blacks? Americans, 
“underdeveloped foreigners"? These are hot issues, and they are 
going to get hotter. 

I focus here on only two concrete ethical issues in the limita- 
tion of population: one centering on freedom, the other on justice. 
The first is examined usefully by Callahan; he does not touch on 
the second, and his principles give me no help at all. 

In the context of freedom, the promulgation of voluntaristic 
family planning is ethically attractive. Intensive interviews by one 
of my students’ have brought home vividly how, for lower-class or 
Catholic women, the new realization that one can decide how many 
babies to have (and the decision itself) can be the beginning of an 
active, self-choosing stance toward many aspects of life—a life as 
origin rather than pawn in De Charms’ (1968) sense. Family plan- 
ning is an ethical good. But as Davis (1967) argues persuasively, 
efficient birth control at the option of the individual is no substitute 
for population policy; given people’s prevalent wishes for children, 
optional birth control will not limit population though it may re- 
duce its rate of growth in countries where contraceptive information 
and technology have hitherto been inadequate. So, in the interests of 
security/survival, some compromise of freedom seems inevitable. 
The right to have as many children as one wishes must be limited. 
Or, which is not the same thing, one’s wishes for children must be 
modified or manipulated. Exhortation will not do, both because it 
is usually ineffectual and because the ethically most responsible 
would suffer the greatest loss (inequity here!). Coercion 1n its more 
blatant forms is ethically unacceptable, a matter of last resort for 
which the burden of proof must be immense. In between lies the 
planned manipulation of incentives. (Strategies of incentive have 


1 The author is grateful to Virginia McDowell for these insights. 
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recently been discussed from a Skinnerian standpoint by Lipe 
[1971]. See also Pohlman [1971; 1973].) 

In Chapter Five, I argued for “such a deliberate social policy 
of incentives for family limitation—incentives provided directly to 
the potential parents, or produced indirectly via planned institu- 
tional changes that in turn modify the terms of reproductive de- 
cisions. [Thus, planned changes in women’s roles providing valued 
alternatives to child-rearing.] A strategy of appropriately designed 
incentives would leave free choice to the individual—indeed, it 
would encourage planful choice—while it would steer the overall 
statistical outcome, as this outcome must be steered if we are to 
avoid catastrophe, by adjusting the nature of the value of the alter- 
natives offered.” Designed incentives shape behavior, and thus limit 
freedom, but they preserve the reality of individual choice; indeed 
they depend upon it. Whereas Davis ( 1967) writes as though we had 
to decide between supporting Planned Parenthood versus a policy 
of incentives for limiting population, it seems to me that favoring 
both is rational and ethically responsible in our predicament. 

Designing an appropriate structure of incentives to limit 
population growth is a technical matter in which psychology can 
help to contribute the empirical base, but the further ethical issues 
that are inherently involved should not be neglected. Any concrete 
proposal for a pattern of incentives (including that of leaving the 
happenstance status quo unaltered) raises questions of equity or 
justice, which in a democratic society are also bound to entail po- 
litical issues. Positive or negative financial incentives bear inequit- 
ably on the poor. In a society that is far from solving its dilemmas 
of liberty and equality, I would myself find any scheme of monetary 
incentives unjust and, for the poor, unacceptably coercive, unless it 
could rest on a base of adequate income support. (In social policy, 
how often it turns out that to make headway on one problem, an- 
other equally difficult one must be attacked !) 

Our pursuit of some of the ethical implications of an in- 
centives strategy has thus turned our attention from freedom to 
justice among the ultimate ethical criteria. The issues to which I 
now turn are dilemmas of justice that arise when the unit of ethical 
consideration is supraindividual—nation, tribe, or ethnic group. 
Whatever our liberal intent and our actual readiness for altruistic 
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accommodation, most of us are nationalists and racists in population 
matters. We do not really believe that “a man's a man for a’ that." 
Most of us are bothered at the idea that the prevailing complexion 
of mankind might become other than our own; that some other 
country's posterity may populate the globe at the expense of ours. 
The comforts of our own kind matter more than the famine of the 
“others.” (Happily, inexorable biological fact still protects us from 
parallel consequences of our sexism.) Maybe we should not be 
bothered by prospects that other genetic strains might replace our 
own genes—and it seems clear to me that by the highest ethical 
standards, indeed we should not be. But we are bothered, and as 
long as we find our identity in social categories of race or nation, 
they become relevant to considerations of equity. Which social cate- 
gory should have the right to breed seems to be an even tougher 
ethical and political question than which individuals, when the cate- 
gories are ones with which we strongly identify. 

Because of contingent features of our present situation that 
we have come to take for granted, the case is different in regard to 
nations and to ethnic groups. (The difference is more political than 
ethical, but in actuality, ethical decisions have to be made within 
the limits of the politically feasible.) The nuclear stalemate has es- 
sentially ruled out territorial conquest as à solution of one nation’s 
population problem at the expense of others. And we have become 
habituated to the restrictive immigration policies of nation-states. 
Population policy in the realm of nations thus is considered within 
the framework of the territorial status quo. We only begin applying 
ethical considerations at this point—Callahan’s paper is an example. 
If we grant the status quo of territoriality insulated against popula- 
tion flow, it follows that the impoverished countries of South Amer- 
ica, Asia, and Africa should for their own best interest seek to limit 
their populations. If we aid them in discovering and furthering this 
interest, we contribute to solving the global problem with no sense 
of ethical conflict. But why should the status quo be regarded as a 
just allocation of the world’s Jand among the world’s people? Ob- 
viously it is not, but just as obviously, in the present collection of 
nation-states no other solution is identifiable and feasible, and the 
pressures of the population problem make a genuinely one-world 
solution increasingly unlikely. The best we can hope for realistically 
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is that the glaring inequities be modulated by humanitarian con- 
cern. 

It is because we are used to this situation that Hardin's 
(1971) proposal may seem more realistic than shocking. In the 
United States, with its previous stable condition of wAsP domina- 
tion and melting-pot ideology, we are not used to our emerging 
situation of ethnic pluralism—multiple racism, from another per- 
spective. Unlike the case of nations, in that of ethnic groups the 
status quo does not provide us with a politically acceptable if ethi- 
cally questionable formula. As the political scientist Crowe (1969) 
argues in a pessimistic rejoinder to Hardin's analysis of the tragedy 
of the commons, the Hobbesian social contract— mutual coercion, 
mutually agreed upon," in Hardin's version—may be getting out of 
reach as a solution to the population problem in an increasingly 
“tribalized” society in which mutually alienated groups diverge in 
ultimate values rather than in negotiable interests. How can we 
agree on a just allocation of birthrights? 

I have introduced the problem in a political context, but the 
ethical question seems even further from resolution, insofar as it 
asks for justice among the population claims of dissensual and un- 
equal ethnic groups competing for resources in a common territory. 
The point was brought home to me by a Jewish friend who has 
five or six much-loved children. Far from sharing my qualms about 
having contributed four passengers to the load on Spaceship Earth, 
he expressed a deep moral commitment to help replenish the Jewish 
people after the Nazi holocaust. Why shouldn’t the disadvantaged 
blacks at least have the right to increase? There is nothing ethically 
special about the status quo in relative numbers. When black ideol- 
ogists charge well-meaning Waspish proponents of Planned Parent- 
hood with genocidal intent, the point is overdrawn, but the under- 
lying question of equity seems unanswerable. (See Darity, 1971.) 

I see no possible ethical solution to the problem of popula- 
tion equity among groups and social categories when people find 
their identity in them and when power and perquisites are dis- 
tributed unequally among them. Ethical thinking about population 
works pretty well for analyzing the decisions, the rights, and the 
obligations of interdependent individuals; however, it seems to break 
down when social categories are accorded supraindividual reality 
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and value. Under the pressure of threats to survival, we will very 
likely arrive at political accommodations of one sort or another 
among ethnic interests, but these accommodations are likely to be 
the kind that prevail in Hobbes’ “state of nature," reflecting the 
relative effectiveness of claims to power, rather than the result of 
ethical appraisal. Ethical consideration can hardly adjudicate be- 
tween groups that fail to sense a common interest. Perhaps this is 
to say that we cannot expect to define, let alone attain, justice in 
the realm of population policy as long as severe injustice persists in 
relations between races and ethnic groups—or between classes and 
nations as well. According to Plato’s extended metaphor of the Re- 
public, justice is of a piece. But to recognize these difficulties should 
not inhibit us from seeking to reduce injustice where we find it. 

I have tried to focus attention on some of the ethical prob- 
lems that are implicated in any policy of incentives to population 
limitation and in policies affecting equity among nations and ethnic 
groups, at the expense of a host of other important issues that I 
might have discussed: among them, the definition and value of life 
as it affects policies toward abortion (cf. Knutson, 1967; 1973), 
the rights of posterity as they compete with those of the presently 
living, and the values of a familistic society that are jeopardized by 
policies of zero population growth. But the problems I have talked 
about do seem to deserve top priority. Incentive schemes are the 
most practical and least unacceptable means by which the goal of 
zero population growth, which is essential eventually, can be at- 
tained. Psychology has a potentially important role to play in their 
development. And the problems of equity posed by nationalism, 
tribalism, and racism present the most obdurate barrier to agree- 
ment on population goals. The tough problem, when we try to make 
population policy explicit, is how to agree on the structure of an 
optimum population. At the moment, the problem appears to be be- 
yond ethical or political solution. The crudity of our means for re- 
ducing population growth gives us some breathing time while we 
are still ethically and politically unable to specify our goals. At least 
we are beginning to agree that we want our population to grow 
more slowly. 


PART II 


EMPHASIS: 
PERSONOLOGICAL 
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Tie four chapters that comprise this part, printed in the order 
in which they were written, present the recent sequential develop- 
ment of my version of a humanistic view of personality. 

For historical and political reasons, psychologists seem to be 
stuck with the language of “mental health” when they want to look 
evaluatively at human functioning. This terminology is now an 
embarrassment conceptually and in interprofessional politics because 
of its medical connotations. Chapter Seven examines the social 
semantics of mental health in several sociohistorical contexts and 
argues for Robert White’s concept of competence as best fitting the 
present public interest in human functioning. The chapter was 
written with the social priorities of President Johnson’s abortive 
War on Poverty in mind. Since then, these priorities have been laid 
aside in a shameful interlude of not-so-benign neglect, and so I 
think the value perspective of the chapter remains relevant. 

Chapter Eight extends the concept of competence more 
explicitly in the direction of self-theory. If the motivational basis 
of a competent, coping orientation is a cluster of core attitudes to- 
ward self and world that centers on self-respect and hope, attitudes 
that include expectations that tend to be self-fulfilling, it is only a 
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small step to recognize that these attitudes provide a way of dealing 
psychologically with the perennial issue of self-determination, the 
goal of many recent social movements. From a psychological stand- 
point, self-determination or freedom is not a philosophical assump- 
tion but an empirical variable that is open to scientific inquiry in a 
causal context. 

As I developed this argument, I became increasingly aware 
of its one-sidedness. In Rollo May’s terms, there is Love as well as 
Will. As dimensions of human value, competence and self-determi- 
nation focus on the instrumental, Promethean side of human po- 
tentiality and underplay the expressive side. For my own insights, 
they fall in the realm of the traditional male role and its hang-ups. 
I therefore welcomed the opportunity to address myself seriously 
to Maslow’s central concept of self-actualization (Chapter Nine) as 
a corrective to this bias. 

In an attempt to steer cautiously through the treacherous 
conceptual shoals that Maslow has bequeathed in his attractive but 
un-self-critical writings, I arrive at a defensible and useful inter- 
pretation of self-actualization, one that paradoxically can be de- 
scribed as more humanistic than Maslow’s biologistic version. But 
my analysis leads squarely to the recognition that the meaning that 
we assign to the value-laden term self-actualization—and the ethical 
prescriptions that we draw from it—depends crucially on what we 
assume about the “self” that is to be “actualized.” The final chapter 
in Part Two, Chapter Ten, is an initial attempt to sort out my 
thinking about the theory of the self, an unavoidable step in this 
line of value-relevant inquiry. A comprehensive theory of the self 
should indeed be the pinnacle of personality-and-social psychology 
from a humanistic-scientific perspective. This volume aspires to take 
only some first steps toward this goal, which are the more difficult 
because different approaches to the study and conceptualization of 
the self have hitherto been developed mostly in isolation from one 
another. 


Chapter Seven 
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COMPETENCE AND 
“MENTAL HEALTH" 


The point of view to be devel- 
oped rejects the model of somatic illness as irrelevant to the issues 
that have increasingly gained the center of the stage in contempo- 
rary concern with “mental health.” We are captives, I think, of a 
metaphorical terminology that became current, for good reason, in 
social contexts different from those that we presently face. Our ter- 
minology makes a difference. It leads us to a continued preoccupa- 
tion with symptoms and syndromes, to a strategic commitment to 
the search for disease entities, to the appraisal of human effective- 
ness in terms of the sum of a person's symptomlike liabilities with 
inadequate attention to the concurrent sum of his strengths. 

The health-and-disease model also biases us toward a pre- 
emptive concern with the individual organism, so to speak in vitro, 
and, by extension, with intrapsychic processes. It predisposes us to 
neglect the context of structured social relations in which effective- 
ness or ineffectiveness is displayed, which contributes to their genesis, 
and which must be dealt with by programs of intervention that aim 
at increasing the balance of effectiveness. 

I am obviously assuming that when we use the language of 
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mental health, we are talking about a range of effectiveness and in- 
effectiveness that strays far from the meaningful domain of the dis- 
ease model. If we are to make headway with these present concerns, 
I think it is important to clear away the cobwebs of misplaced medi- 
cal metaphors. I therefore seek to advance a way of conceiving 
effectiveness and ineffectiveness that seems more appropriate to pre- 
sent social tasks. As part of such a formulation, I stress the relevance 
of a concept of competence that is not just the opposite of having 
symptoms. The point of view to be developed may give little im- 
mediate help on the task of measurement (a focus of the symposium 
for which this chapter was prepared), but it claims a good deal 
of relevance to the prior question: What is worth measuring? 

The route by which I have arrived at my present position 
has involved recurrent concern with “positive” mental health, and 
a generally frustrating series of attempts to deal with the value prob- 
lems encountered if the term is given an empirical meaning that is 
defensibly relevant to research and practice ( Smith, 1950, 1959, 
1961, 1968c). My contribution can best be put in perspective if I 
view it as carrying an item of my private agenda a step forward. 


Some Personal Agenda 


I owe my initial and continued involvement with the difficult 
topic of positive mental health to Marie Jahoda, whose tolerance of 
ambiguity, push toward clarity, and good sense have encouraged me 
by example (Jahoda, 1950, 1958). Chairing the provocative semi- 
nar for the Joint Commission on Mental Illness and Health that 
she organized to assist her in preparing her admirable book (1958) 
further involved me in issues that had their own momentum. Work- 
ing them through afterward carried me to the point of recognizing 
the necessarily value-laden nature of thinking about mental health, 
and the scientific (though not human) arbitrariness of decisions con- 
cerning which multiple criteria of mental health—for example, cog- 
nitive adequacy, personal integration, autonomy, positive self-at- 
titudes, and the like—one elects to use as measuring sticks. I adopted 
the position that mental health, whether one likes the term or not, 
is at best a chapter heading, not a theoretical concept, under which 
various attempts to evaluate human personality can be grouped. 
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From this point of view, the boundaries of the chapter—just what is 
included in mental health—are hardly worth debating. 

I argued that even though the choices that are involved in 
positing particular values as mental-health criteria cannot be de- 
cided on purely scientific grounds, psychologists and other behavioral 
scientists have a legitimate and possibly important role in the byplay 
through which private decision and social consensus on such matters 
of values must emerge, if they are to emerge at all. If the humanist, 
moralist, or social critic contributes to such an emerging consensus 
by sharpening our sensitivities and discrimination about possibilities 
in the realm of human values, the behavioral scientist can bring in 
facts about the causal contingencies in which choices of values are 
embedded. We may choose differently if we know the secondary 
consequences that our choices entail or if we know the antecedent 
conditions that are required for the effects to be realized that we 
think desirable. We actually know little about these matters—for 
example, about the long-term motivational consequences of an effi- 
cient conceptual Head Start for culturally deprived children—that 
the empirical contributions of behavioral scientists to these value- 
laden issues are urgently needed. 

The danger of regarding mental health as more than a chap- 
ter heading is that it is easy to use the term as a cloak to hide one's 
own personal or professional value choices and thus give a spurious 
aura of scientific or medical respectability to recommendations that 
may follow. If scientists are to become involved in the controversy 
about values, and I thought they should, it is important that they 
keep their talk and thinking straight by maintaining a sharp and 
explicit distinction between their assertions about empirical relation- 
ships—where their distinctive role lies—and their claims for particu- 
lar evaluative criteria—where they stand on much the same ground 
as everybody else. Thus, to revert to my Head Start example, per- 
haps in my personal scheme of values as a mental-health professional 
I give priority to “emotional adjustment" over “cognitive adequacy"; 
I would rather see children happy than bright and academically 
successful, if I were forced to choose. How easy to decry the risks to 
the mental health of children who, for example, are exposed to a 
program that exclusively features conceptual training! But how 
much more conducive to clarity and to the appropriate gathering 
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and weighing of relevant facts if instead one specifies the particular 
valued psychological attributes, perhaps self-reliance or social poise, 
that are seen to be at risk. Perhaps the price in terms of competing 
values is one that people are quite willing to pay. At all events, if 
we avoid evoking mental health, we should all be more likely to 
know what we are talking about. 

My argument, thus, was essentially a critical and negative 
one cautioning scientist-professionals in the mental-health fields from 
falling too readily into the role of a new priestcraft, in which some of 
the laity are ready enough to cast us. On the positive side, I favored 
research on value-relevant issues of personality development and 
functioning, but in so opting for science and values too, I was wide 
open to the charge of uttering pious and abstract platitudes. At any 
rate, if I thought I had put my own intellectual house in order by this 
sorting out of mental health as a special case of the problem of 
values in psychology (Smith, 1961), it was not to stay that way for 
long. Three things have stirred up the issues for me once again, and 
the personal agenda that I will pursue in this chapter attempts to 
cope with their consequences. First, I became involved with data, in 
the course of studying some highly effective young people in the 
Peace Corps. After such an experience, armchair considerations can 
hardly look the same. Second, like everyone else, I have been swept 
up into thinking through the implications of the new social programs 
under the aegis of Comprehensive Community Mental Health and 
the War Against Poverty. And finally, like many of my colleagues, I 
have been impressed by R. W. White’s (1959) reappraisal of psy- 
chological theory and evidence in his discussions of the concept of 
competence. This chapter attempts to digest these recent develop- 
ments and to accommodate my previous thinking about mental 
health. 


Social Semantics of “Mental Illness” and “Mental Health” 


Since my unwillingness to define “mental illness” and “mental 
health” has become a matter of principle rather than of mere pre- 
ference, my first major task is to say why, as explicitly as I can. The 
crux of the matter is that conceptions of mental illness and health 
have been shaped by particular social contexts and purposes and 
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that as these contexts and purposes have changed, usage has become 
increasingly inappropriate. The semantics of mental health rests 
primarily on pragmatics and much less on the intrinsic nature of 
the phenomena being dealt with. In relation to the purposes and 
opportunities that currently concern us, health terminology is an 
actual hindrance. 

I realize that since part of the pragmatic context of current 
usage is the professional rivalry between medical and nonmedical 
professions that share a concern with human effectiveness and in- 
effectiveness, I run the risk of seeming to indulge in petty special 
pleading for the vested interests of psychologists. Indeed, the vested 
interests are real and had best be recognized. The language of health 
and disease, when it prevails, connotes an area of medical responsi- 
bility and preeminance. It fits the language habits and the profes- 
sional interests of psychiatrists and other physicians better than it 
does those of the psychologists. It is, thus, hardly surprising that psy- 
chiatrists like it and psychologists do not. It is unbecoming to fuss 
about semantics if professional claims are the real issue. But if we 
are serious in the attempt to gain greater clarity in thinking about 
mental health, we should not buy amity at the cost of confusion. 
"The social basis for evaluting human psychological functioning in 
terms of health and illness seems to me to have deep roots. Why, 
then, did we begin talking about mental health and illness, and why 
should we stop it now? 

Mental Hospital. The answer must go back to the birth of 
institutional psychiatry, as part of the then-progressive movement 
under medical auspices that offered the insane asylum as a humane 
alternative for the care of grossly incapacitated, psychotic people. To 
regard the insane as sick was to regard them as human. It was to 
accept some responsibility for their care, and it was hoped, for their 
cure. If the insane asylum soon became a snake pit in which severe 
psychotics were put out of sight and mind where they did not dis- 
turb the equanimity of their saner fellows on the outside, that was, 
of course, not the express intent. The widely proclaimed slogan that 
“mental illness is an illness like any other” was at once a claim for 
humane care, an expression of hope, and a denial of the special 
stigma that still clung to the seriously disturbed. It was an important 
message adopted by the growing mental-hygiene movement for good 
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reason. But it has remained a principal message of mental-health 
communication past its point of usefulness. And mental-health pro- 
fessionals have been so involved in purveying it to others that, in the 
process, they have almost convinced themselves. 

The final report of the Joint Commission on Mental Illness 
and Health (1961, p. xviii) notes one respect in which mental ill- 
ness and physical illness are unlike: “Mental illness is different from 
physical illness in the one fundamental aspect that it tends to disturb 
and repel others rather than evoke their sympathy and desire to 
help.” But there are other more intrinsic differences, even if we limit 
our attention to the socially incapacitated psychotics who populated 
the custodial mental hospital. Though I cannot follow Szasz (1961) 
to all his conclusions, his critique of the concept of mental illness is 
hard to gainsay. With the important exceptions of brain disease and 
metabolic disorders, the patient with a “mental illness” is not sick 
in the same sense as one who suffers a physical complaint. The usage 
is metaphorical, not literal. Disordered and ineffective he is, but the 
disorder lies in his conduct of living; in his ways of symbolizing, 
thinking, and feeling; and in his relationships with self and others. 
Commonly what we call mental illness has an ingredient of deep 
moral failure, and that is what makes it so humanly poignant. It is 
no help to clear thinking to group these disabling human troubles 
with the physical illnesses. They are notably and perplexingly 
different. 

'The discovery and consequent rational treatment of a few 
clearcut disease entities that occurred in the mental-hospital popu- 
lation—general paresis is the most spectacular and, therefore, fre- 
quently cited case—tends to throw us off the track. The following 
quotation from Zubin’s (1968, p. 71) contribution to the same sym- 
posium in which this chapter originally appeared is apropos: “Dis- 
ease is usually defined in terms of etiology, structure, and symptoma- 
tology. In most mental disorders etiology is unknown, the structure 
of the organs of the patient as far as we know is unaffected, and 
symptomatology is the only available basis for the definition. Mental 
diseases whose etiology and structural defects become known are 
usually lost to psychopathology. Thus, disorders like general paresis, 
pellegra with psychosis, epilepsy, even PKU are now largely in the 
hands of other disciplines. Only the diseases of unknown origin re- 
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main in the field of psychopathology. Furthermore, there is also the 
question of whether mental disorders are in fact diseases or merely 
reaction patterns." 

For his own purposes, Zubin elected to "bypass these philo- 
sophical dilemmas" with a working definition that, stripped down, 
equates mental disease with any progressive condition that leads to 
extreme reduction of efficiency and happiness. This is indeed to by- 
pass the "philosophical" question of adequate definition: Zubin 
granted in effect that run-of-the-mill mental disorders have only the 
ingredients of misery and ineffectiveness in common with other ill- 
nesses that meet conventional medical criteria. This is essentially 
what Szasz had maintained. The label of mental illness adds nothing. 

The social context of the mental hospital has further implica- 
tions for our thinking about mental disorders. Since the inmates 
under medical care are by definition "sick," the ascription of sickness 
to them may “take” : As sociologists are particularly fond of pointing 
out, the application of social definitions to people can be self-con- 
firming. Ironically, a patient in remission may have to agree to his 
state of sickness before he can secure release. 

Since mental patients are defined as sick with what for the 
most part are unknown illnesses, the biometric strategies favored by 
Zubin and others seek to create and process data in order to dis- 
cover what these hidden disease entities may be. Against the unsatis- 
factory state of traditional psychiatric diagnosis, Zubin's tactics are 
sophisticated. If disease entities are there to be smoked out, as they 
still may be in the case of the schizophrenias, such an approach is 
likely to find them and to shed light on them. If, however, the theory 
of the existence of hidden diseases is wrong, or to the extent that it 
is wrong, these tactics may be relatively unproductive. 

Of course common diagnostic practice has been far less satis- 
factory than Zubin’s work. The real and imagined needs of medical 
administration over patient populations defined as sick have created 
a nomenclature of essentially administrative illnesses that have little 
apparent relationship to etiology, prognosis, or therapy. It may be 
the beginning of wisdom to regard many of the problems of diagno- 
sis, the state of which few are content with, as artifacts of the histori- 
cal social policy that has called these people sick, and, therefore, has 
had to find illnesses for them. 
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A final point needs to be made about the social context of 
institutional psychiatry as an influence on thinking about human 
effectiveness and ineffectiveness. So long as one stays within this con- 
text, the difficult problems of values that I mentioned earlier are 
unlikely to arise. This is because people who are disturbed or con- 
fused enough to be sent to the mental hospital are there because 
most other people are in agreement about their negatively valued 
condition. Values are involved, but we do not notice them because 
consensus is tacit and immediate. Hence, it is readily understand- 
able that, as a hospital director, the psychiatrist Walter Barton (in 
Jahoda, 1958, pp. 111-119) had little sympathy with Jahoda’s ex- 
ploration of conceptions of positive mental health. Apart from cus- 
tody, the task that he faced, quite simply and realistically, was to 
get as many of his patients as possible out of the mental hospital as 
soon as possible, for as long as possible. They were there because they 
were “sick.” If they became capable of staying out, they were “well” 
in the sense that was relevant to his task. More searching criteria of 
effective functioning, criteria of the sort Jahoda reviewed, become 
relevant in other social contexts, but they have little to offer in the 
hospital setting. 

Private Psychotherapeutic Practice. If the mental hospital 
launched psychiatry and bequeathed core notions of “mental illness,” 
other social contexts have since taken the lead in the development 
of thought and practice in regard to mental disorders. The require- 
ments of these social contexts have enriched and extended the 
meaning of mental health and illness, but by the same token, usage 
of these terms has strayed farther from the biological, adaptational 
base that still gives them some appropriateness in the hospital setting. 
The major setting to be considered is that of the private practi- 
tioner’s consulting room, the home territory of psychoanalysis and 
the psychotherapies derived from it. 

The contrasts with the hospital setting are, of course, im- 
mense. As we know, an entirely different clientele is served. Unlike 
the mental-hospital patients who are disproportionately poor and ill 
educated, those who seek psychotherapy tend to come from the 
middle classes, to have considerable verbal-symbolic skills, and to 
define their problems in psychological terms. (See Hollingshead and 
Redlich, 1958; Gurin and others, 1960.) They come with the milder 
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sorts of problems, ones that are conventionally classified as neuroses, 
character disorders, and borderline conditions. And they come of 
their own choice, with their own notions of therapeutic objectives, 
rather than being sent because society cannot tolerate them. AII these 
differences have a bearing on how the professionals concerned have 
tended to formulate what is wrong with their patients and how they 
have phrased the therapeutic goals of health that are to be achieved. 

Under the influence of hospital psychiatry, the older text- 
books featured long catalogs of neurotic disease conditions: thus the 
lists of phobias compounded of Greco-Latin roots that still clutter 
the pages of psychiatric and psychological dictionaries. But the psy- 
chodynamic tradition that emerged in the consulting room for the 
most part swept these lists away. The problem of diagnosis was re- 
defined as characterizing the balance of forces underlying the pa- 
tient’s life pattern rather than as a matter of fitting the patient into 
a disease pigeonhole. In this new framework, the symptoms and 
signs so dear to hospital psychiatry lost interest and status; they 
tended to be viewed as epiphenomena. 

Although practitioners in this setting continued to think in 
the medical language of health and disease, there are many indi- 
cations that these categories were incongruous to the tasks at hand. 
Were the patients in psychotherapy “sick”? Perhaps yes, in some 
obscure minimal sense of seeking help because they felt their happi- 
ness or effectiveness to be impaired. But those who did not seek help 
might have been even “sicker.” If a person acknowledged his diffi- 
culties and sought therapy, this was regarded as a constructive sign. 
Here there could be no equivalent to the hospital wall as a de facto 
boundary between illness and health. As Bower (1963, p. 835) has 
put it, “Where living is equated with and therefore measured by 
degrees of illness rather than health, one can easily perceive the 
world as a giant hospital peopled by patients whose only health lies 
in discovering how sick they are.” 

Given a prosperous clientele that could afford prolonged 
self-exploration, decisions about the continuance or termination of 
therapy lost connection with conventional medical notions of health 
and illness. Anyone could benefit from a psychoanalysis. Was every- 
one, therefore, “sick”? The goals of therapy held by the therapist, 
which in successful relationships would be communicated to the pa- 
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tient, came to be phrased not as symptom relief or even as improved 
adaptation per se but in abstract terms of realignment or reconstruc- 
tion of personality. The economics and social psychology of private 
practice led to the continuance of therapeutic relationships that pa- 
tient and therapist rightly or collusively regarded as mutually bene- 
ficial, when illness in any medically definable sense was clearly out 
of the question. 

Yet because of the medical auspices under which psycho- 
therapeutic pioneering had been conducted, the language of health 
and illness continued to be used in presenting the problems of pa- 
tients and the goals of therapists. Of course the very terminology of 
patient and treatment is cast in the same analogically medical frame- 
work. If the problems of living that bring people to seek professional 
help are illnesses, albeit mild ones not so severe as the psychoses, the 
notion of a continuum of mental illness and health emerges. The 
various abstract therapeutic goals that reflective therapists came to 
formulate for themselves were thus phrased as characterizations of 
psychological health. It is this reflective literature stemming from 
dynamic psychotherapy that Jahoda (1958) sorts out in her ex- 
position. 

The widespread, benign influence of the dynamic point of 
view has carried this expanded notion of mental health beyond the 
confines of the therapeutic relationship, for example, in child-rear- 
ing and in education. There may not be a consensus about the par- 
ticular evaluative criteria suggested, but at one time there was con- 
sensus that whatever the criteria, they were criteria of mental health. 
Unlike the mental-hospital psychiatrist, but like the reflective parent 
and educator, the private psychotherapist could hardly do without 
such positively phrased goals. He could, however, readily spare the 
tenuous health analogy. 

Changes in the problems that lead people to seek psychother- 
apy make the analogy even more tenuous. As Wheelis (1958) and 
others have pointed out, the presenting problems brought to therapy 
by middle-class patients tend increasingly to be those of the “sick 
soul,” for example, malaise, meaninglessness, or a vague sense of 
missing out on the satisfactions of life rather than symptoms that 
mimic those of physical illness, as in the hysterias that provided the 
starting point for psychoanalysis. The trend in many quarters to- 
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ward an existential rather than a biological-medical phrasing of the 
therapeutic task would seem to be a natural consequence. 

Yet the private practice of psychotherapy is a luxury of the 
upper strata in an affluent society. The rather confused problems 
and goals that private practice has elicited appear rather precious 
when we consider the broader social problems of human ineffective- 
ness. The ferment during the Johnson administration of social con- 
cern and action to deal with the persisting hard-core human prob- 
lems, which stand out embarassingly against the general affluence, 
provides a radically different context in which new formulations of 
effectiveness-ineffectiveness are called for and are indeed emerging. 

Comprehensive Community “Mental Health.” Free enter- 
prise guarantees the continuance of one-to-one private psychother- 
apy. However, the public interest calls for the deliberate focusing of 
resources where the major pockets of human ineffectiveness lie. The 
methods used should reach the people who most need help if they 
are to become effective and should be compatible with the finite 
supply of professional manpower. The comprehensive community- 
mental-health approach, launched under the auspices of President 
Kennedy, and the War on Poverty proclaimed by President Johnson 
were intended to converge in a rational attack on these hard-core 
problems. The new context produced major changes in thinking 
about mental health—changes as great as those entailed by the shift 
of attention from the custodial mental hospital to the consulting 
room. (For analyses convergent with the views presented here, see 
Rae-Grant and others [1966] and Smith and Hobbs [1966].) 

The hard-core problems that are the prime targets of these 
new programs are disproportionately those of poor people who have 
been excluded from or unresponsive to the cycle of expanding op- 
portunity since the trough of the Depression. Prototypically, they 
are end products of vicious circles of social causation in which 
powerlessness, scant opportunity, and inadequate skill have led to 
low self-esteem, hopelessness and fatalism, life in a constricted pres- 
ent, and trained incapacity to take advantage of opportunities that 
become available. People caught in such a vicious circle readily fall 
into resentful passivity and dependence. For good reason they are 
unlikely to recognize or accept responsibility for their problems or to 
define their problems in psychological terms. Genuine problems of 
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physical health abound, and psychological problems are likely to be 
translated into physical terms. Epidemiological studies have shown 
that such people contribute disproportionately to the mental-hospital 
load; yet these are also the people whom the traditional verbal psy- 
chotherapies are least likely to reach or help. 

Such an analysis sees recalcitrant ineffectiveness embedded in 
the social or ecological systems in which people participate. The 
systems approach seems unavoidable here because manpower, rele- 
vant skills, and channels of access are largely unavailable to deal with 
this massive ineffectiveness on the model of individual health. More- 
over, even if therapeutic efforts are momentarily successful in the 
individual case, the thwarting, self-defeating features in the social 
systems that prevail, if left untouched, are likely to undo the gains. 

But the new emphasis on the systems context of human effec- 
tiveness and ineffectiveness has of course much wider applicability. 
Institutional psychiatry perceived its clientele as sick patients, who 
should be immured in hospitals where they could be cared for or 
treated, Psychoanalytic psychotherapy was also preoccupied with 
the internal system of personality and sought to treat personality in 
relative isolation through the minature social system of the trans- 
ference relationship. The community approach sees psychological 
malfunction as arising in the context of the person’s sphere of ordi- 
nary social participation and as best dealt with via the social systems 
in which the individual participates—that is, family, school, friend- 
ship, job, church and so forth. Whatever the contribution of genetic 
or other organic factors to the onset of a person’s difficulty, the 
degree of his disturbance and the prospects for his recovery depend 
to a considerable extent on the nature of his participation, that is, on 
whether he finds in it sources of challenge and support or whether 
he is continually undermined, deflated, or provoked. Mental dis- 
order is as much a failure within a person’s system of social relations 
as it is an inner-personal difficulty. Though sophisticated students 
of physical health and disease are aware of the contribution of eco- 
logical factors to manifest pathology, the language of mental health, 
with its freight of meanings that inevitably focuses attention upon 
features of the encapsulated individual personality, seems ill suited 


to this emerging framework of discourse and social practice. 
t of urgent public interests has 
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implications for characterizing the personal qualities that tend to 
lead a person into vicious or benign cycles of social participation. If 
the view of circular causation sketched above is approximately cor- 
rect, symptoms, especially psychosomatic ones that abound among 
the poor, may occur as part of a loose package that reflects social 
defeat and in turn leads to further defeat—that is, a combination of 
low skill and knowledge, passivity, low self-respect, hopelessness, and 
the rest. On the other side of the coin, the person endowed with the 
complementary virtues—such as initiative, hope, and self-esteem— 
is set to participate in or to create social systems around himself that 
bring him further support and rewards. He can probably take some 
symptoms in his stride. At issue here are the personal essentials of 
productive social interaction, in the lack of which a person is likely 
to be mired in ineffectiveness. It seems fitting to use the language of 
Foote and Cottrell (1955), R. W. White (1959, 1963), and Rae- 
Grant, Gladwin, and Bower (1966) in discussing personal and social 
competence and its lack. 

Social competence in a broad sense is multidimensional, like 
the more attractive versions of positive mental health, but it is not 
just another synonym for mental health or another label for virtue. 
The qualities that I have provisionally listed are singled out because 
they appear to involve the person in an active, productive orienta- 
tion to his environment; in their lack he is likely to be at its mercy. 
If a person who is low in competence is in a supporting environment 
that makes few or benign demands on him, he may experience little 
distress or difficulty. High competence, on the other hand, appears 
compatible with some anxiety and with the symptoms it may cost 
a person to contain it. 


Competence and “Mental Health” in the Peace Corps 


I introduced the concept of competence by reference to the 
vicious circles that make it difficult to help the poor and socially 
ineffective. At the other end of the continuum of effectiveness’ the 
concept appears equally relevant. That such is the case is suggested 


1 Effectiveness is a continuum by definition, whereas the debate about 
whether or not mental health-mental illness is a continuum cannot be re- 
solved in the absence of a clear and defensible meaning for either term. 
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by data from my study of Peace Corps teachers (Smith, 1966a), 
with whom a colleague and I did very detailed tape-recorded inter- 
views near the end of their first and second years of service in 
Ghana. From close study of selected interview transcripts in the light 
of our own field experience, we developed a set of descriptive items 
to characterize the personalities of the volunteers as they appeared 
through the job-focused interviews. These items were then used by 
judges other than ourselves in a Q-sort procedure to characterize 
each volunteer. Judges sorted the items from most to least charac- 
teristic of each volunteer. My colleague and I intercorrelated the 
resulting personal profiles of item ratings and factored the matrix 
of correlations to obtain patterns of personality as displayed 
Overseas. 

As might have been expected, the first principal component 
was a highly evaluative factor. Table 1 lists the items that were 
especially characteristic of volunteers who received high loadings. 
The items that defined what is uncharacteristic of these volunteers 
are given in Table 2. Inspection of the tables shows a pattern of 
self-confidence, high self-esteem, energy, responsibility, autonomy, 


Table 1. 


IrEMs wrrH Hicu FACTOR SCORES on 
SELF-CONFIDENT MATURITY 


Factor 
Item score 
Generally self-confident 73 
A genuinely dependable and responsible person 69 
The values and principles which he holds directly 
affect what he does 65 
Feels his own life is important, that it matters what he 
does with his life 65 
Open to experience, ready to learn 62 
Tolerant and understanding 61 


Characteristically maintains a highly articulate intellectual 
formulation of his situation and problems 60 
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Table 2. 


Trems wiry Low Factor SCORES ON 
SELF-CONFIDENT MATURITY 


Factor 
Item score 

Feels a lack of worth; has low self-esteem 24 
Basically a dependent person; characteristically leans 

upon others for support 33 
Has had a characteristically high level of anxiety during 

the time in Ghana 33 
Tends to expect little of life, pessimistic 33 
Seems generally to lack energy, to operate at a markedly 

low key 35 
Tends to be suspicious of others 35 
Tends to give up easily when faced with setbacks 36 
Would be unable to accept help from others when 

in need 37 
When things go badly, would tend to let them drift 37 
Tends to be preoccupied with matters of physical health 38 
Irritable and overresponsive to petty annoyances 38 
Engaged in “posturing” to self and others; concerned with 

maintaining “face” 39 
Tends unrealistically to minimize or deny the difficulties 

that he faces 40 


trust in others, persistence with flexibility, and hopeful realism that 
led us to name the factor “self-confident maturity." On another set 
of items relating to the Peace Corps role, volunteers who approxi- 
mated this pattern were also described as highly committed to their 
jobs and competent in them and as constructively involved with 
their African experience. Their performance also tended to be rated 
highly by their Peace Corps supervisor. If we suppress some war- 
ranted skepticism that the coherence of the pattern may have partly 
resulted from a halo effect—that is, the raters attributing miscella- 
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neous virtues to volunteers that they happened to get a good initial 
impression of—this factor seems to be a good first approximation to 
our concept of general competence. 

We correlated several measures taken while the volunteers 
were still in training with our interview factor indices and with 
supervisors’ ratings. Results for two of these indices are suggestive in 
the present connection. 

One index was a rating of “predicted psychological effec- 
tiveness,” pooled from the judgments of two psychiatrists who had 
rated each volunteer after a fifty-minute appraisal interview. Seven 
psychiatrists participated in the interviewing and rating. We had in- 
dependent evidence that the psychiatrists based their predictions on 
estimates of the volunteers’ mental health or absence of pathology. 
This was only natural in the absence of any real knowledge of the 
criterion situation, given the psychiatrists’ main job of weeding out 
the seriously disturbed. For the volunteers who were sent overseas— 
a few did not go—these mental-health ratings correlated essentially 
zero with our criterion measures of competent performance. 

In interesting contrast was the other index, our one modest 
predictive success. My colleague Raphael Ezekiel (1968) had de- 
vised a procedure in which the volunteers-in-training wrote three 
mock autobiographical essays: one on their immediate alternative 
plans if they should not be accepted by the Peace Corps, one cover- 
ing the three years after their return from Peace Corps service, and 
a third covering their fortieth year. The essays were rated for dif- 
ferentiation, the extent to which the essays showed complex and de- 
tailed mapping of the future; agency, the extent to which the essays 
showed the self as the prime agent in determining the course of the 
person’s future life; and demand, the extent to which the essays 
described a life viewed by the respondent as demanding long-term, 
continuing effort. The sum of these ratings correlated moderately 
(41) with the overall administrative evaluation as of the second 
year. 

Table 3 shows the Q-sort items, based on the overseas inter- 
views, that were characteristic of the high-scoring volunteers. Apart 
from items that primarily show personal consistency from the time 
of essay writing until that of the interviews one and two years later 
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ITEMS THAT ARE CHARACTERISTIC OF VOLUNTEERS WITH 
Hicu Sum Scores on Mock AUTOBIOGRAPHIES 


Item p* 
Personality Q-Sort 
Envisions a challenging and demanding personal future 05 
Characteristically maintains a highly articulate intellectual 
formulation of his situation and problems .05 
Shows inventiveness, ingenuity 05 
Has developed a well-balanced, varied, and stable program 
for self of work, relaxation, relief or escape .05 
Devotes much of his energy to a deliberate program of 
self-improvement (creative activity, study, etc.) 10 
High in initiative; active rather than reactive -10 


Performance Q-Sort 
Elaborates his performance of teaching duties in nonroutine 
imaginative ways, invests self creatively in teaching job 
in and out of class 01 


Values his Peace Corps assignment as relevant to his 
career plans .05 


Actively employs self in useful, school-related activities 
outside of class 10 


Concerned with using his Peace Corps experience to 
test himself 0 


* By t-test comparing extreme thirds of the distribution. 


(the first two in the personality sort and the career item in the per- 
formance sort), the picture of inventiveness, initiative, job-elabora- 
tion and self-testing or responsiveness to challenge indicates that the 
procedure indeed tapped qualities that contribute to a more than 
routine performance. Ezekiel’s interpretation of his measures is 
highly relevant to the conception of competence with which we are 
concerned. The volunteer's readiness to commit himself to demand- 
ing tasks and to take the initiative in bringing about well-cognized 
futures that he desires, as crudely indexed by the essays, provides a 
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motivational basis for his response to the Peace Corps assignment 
with commitment, initiative, and effort. 


Personal Agenda: Reprise 


I now return to the personal agenda that I presented at the 
start of this chapter and assess what progress I have made. I started 
the enterprise skeptical of mental health except as a general rubric 
under which a variety of evaluative appraisals of personality might 
be made. I lacked rational grounds for selecting one basis of ap- 
praisal over another. Exploration of the social semantics of mental- 
health terminology, which has occupied much of this chapter, has 
made my dissatisfaction with the health-and-illness framework more 
explicit. As the focal or salient context has shifted from the custodial 
mental hospital to clinical psychotherapy, and incipiently to com- 
munity-centered programs, the metaphor of health and illness has 
made progressively less sense as a framework for formulating the 
problems with which so-called mental-health professionals must deal. 

Attention to the social contexts in which problems of human 
effectiveness and ineffectiveness have been encountered has not only 
served a critical function but has also served a constructive one. The 
social context that is currently exigent provides the basis that I pre- 
viously lacked for selecting alternative conceptualizations. That the 
public interest is prominent in our present focal concerns, as it was 
not when private practice psychotherapy represented the forefront of 
progress, makes me more comfortable about the basis of choice. 

We have seen that the community-centered approach to hu- 
man effectiveness, whether under auspices of mental health or of 
poverty, requires emphasis on two relatively novel concepts. One is 
that human ineffectiveness or fulfillment cannot be usefully con- 
ceived or dealt with as a property of the isolated individual. It is, 
rather, a characteristic of behavior that a person shows as a par- 
ticipant in the small interpersonal systems that frame his daily life. 
Where there is ineffectiveness, look for vicious circles in his personal 
involvements; where there is fulfillment, look for benign ones. The 
second concept, that of social competence, summarizes a person’s 
own contribution to whether these circles are vicious or benign. (See 
Smith, 1968c, for a more detailed discussion.) His competence, in 
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turn, must be regarded as in good part a resultant of his previous 
participation. The problem of how man can become more fully 
master of his fate, once a topic of ethical philosophy, has acquired 
new social urgency. 

My digression concerning competence in the Peace Corps 
has two implications. One, the concept appears as relevant at the 
high end of the continuum of effectiveness as it is at the low. Second, 
the evaluation by criteria of social competence may sometimes be 
unrelated to evaluation by prevalent psychiatric and clinical psycho- 
logical standards of mental health, which focus on the load of "symp- 
toms" that a person carries. Initiative and commitment, symptoms 
and anxiety are terms which appear to come from different realms. 
Personal assets and liabilities on the two sides may not add or sub- 
tract in any simple way. There are implications here for public- 
health surveys in the appraisal of human assets and liabilities for 
the guidance of social programs. 

Early in this chapter I mentioned my indebtedness to 
Robert White, as one of the sources of my personal agenda. His pri- 
mary contribution in this connection, of course, has been to legiti- 
mize the concept of competence in dynamically oriented personality 
theory as well as in experimental and developmental psychology. 
Readers of his influential monograph (R. W. White, 1963) will 
recognize that he has also wrought manfully to bend psychoanaly- 
tic theory from the solipsistic concerns to which its consulting-room 
history predisposed it so that it could deal more adequately with 
man’s transactions with reality. While my approach in this chapter 
has thrown competence into contrast with symptoms and with psy- 
chodynamics, place must be found for all three in a comprehensive 
account of human effectiveness, Surveys should attempt to develop 
indices in a framework of equal catholicity. 

In such a broader framework, a person’s strictly medical 
problems of bodily functioning have an obvious place, whether or 
not his psychological difficulties contribute to them. His anxiety, 
guilt, or unhappiness, and the behavioral quirks he develops in living 
with these unwelcome affects, also require attention but, from the 
point of view of the public interest, rather less attention than might 
be given them in private psychotherapy. The view I advocate would 
add to this mental-health mix, attention to a person’s assets and 
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deficits for constructive social participation. Broadening our atten- 
tion to include competence and its lack should provide relevant in- 
formation for guiding public efforts to deal with the actual social 
problems of human ineffectiveness. That the boundaries of the 
mental-health concept are stretched past breaking is of no conse- 
quence, since these boundaries have been imaginary all along. 


Chapter Eight 


NORMALITY FOR AN 
ABNORMAL AGE 


"m and clinical psychology 
need a theoretical and empirical grasp on normality for several rea- 
sons. For these clinical disciplines, the abnormal, the personally and 
socially deviant and problematic, is home base. Yet any conception 
of the abnormal requires, at least implicitly, a view of what is nor- 
mal. If the view remains implicit, it may be based on assumptions 
that embody factual error and covert values; far better that the 
standard of comparison by which abnormality is identified be ex- 
plicit and subject to empirical correction. 

If the clinician needs a conception of normality as counter- 
Poise to his preoccupation with the abnormal, as a comparative basis 
for establishing the meaning of abnormality, he has a distinguish- 
able though related reason for concern with normality in his need 
to clarify his therapeutic goals. These goals will depend on many 
considerations: on his theories about psychological functioning, on 
the social context of his practice (for example, mental hospital 
versus consulting room versus community—see Chapter Seven), on 
his own values and ideals, and on pragmatic judgments about the 
kinds and degree of psychological change that can be achieved and 
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sustained. What he thinks and knows about normality will surely 
affect how his therapeutic goals are formulated. 

Still a third reason for concern with normality is theoretical. 
'The broad impact of psychoanalysis on psychology and other 
sciences of human behavior highlights a methodological assumption 
that has gained wide acceptance—that our understanding of the 
normal can be greatly advanced by a close look at the deviant, in 
whom processes that are hidden from observation in the normal 
person are prominently displayed for analytic dissection. Produc- 
tive as this strategy undoubtedly has been, it has not been immune 
to challenge on principled grounds as potentially misleading (for 
example, Asch, 1952; Allport, 1961). Certainly, normal functioning 
deserves scrutiny in its own right, and, on the face of it, it is likely 
that the complementary methodological principle is equally justi- 
fied: Good understanding of normal functioning should usefully 
modify our thinking about the abnormal. Such a principle, indeed, 
follows from the general systems approach that Grinker (1967a) 
espouses. Traffic in this methodological direction has dealt primarily 
in the currency of general and developmental psychology and of 
single-variable research; the potential contribution of holistic per- 
sonality studies (paralleling the attention clinical research gives to 
abnormal *cases") and of multivariate research has been exempli- 
fied (for example, R. W. White, 1952; Heath, 1965) but far from 
realized. 

But the meanings of normality are elusive. A useful catalog 
of current usage has recently been provided by Offer and Sabshin 
under Grinker's sponsorship (Offer and Sabshin, 1966; Sabshin, 
1967). The authors distinguish four functional perspectives on nor- 
mality: normality as health, normality as Utopia, normality as aver- 
age, and normality as process. 

Normality as health in effect is a residual category left over 
after identified cases of illness or malfunction are excluded: people 
who are not sick, and that is most of us, are normal. This, as Sab- 
Shin (1967) observes, is the traditional medical-psychiatric ap- 
proach. It fits our accustomed patterns of thought and practice and 
research and so remains widely prevalent in spite of telling objec- 
tions that have been raised by many recent critics. Thus, Szasz 
(1961) and other more temperate critics among whom I count my- 
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self (Chapter Seven) object to the medical characterization of much 
psychological malfunctioning, rejecting the term illness as meta- 
phoric and unwarranted in this application. Other critics, notably 
Clausen (1968), point to the slippery criteria by which the psychia- 
tric case is identified in practice and in epidemiological research. 
The seeming solidity of the cases to which normality is residual in 
this approach dissolves on close inspection. Jahoda (1958), in her 
classic review of concepts of positive mental health, rejects “absence 
of mental disease” as a criterion of mental health (read “normality” 
in the present context) on the grounds that what is regarded as men- 
tal disease is subject to wide cultural variation and that our con- 
ceptual framework should be kept open to the possibility that man’s 
resources of strength and areas of vulnerability and malfunction may 
vary in some independence of one another, That is, we should not 
decide arbitrarily that health and illness can usefully be represented 
48 opposite ends of a single dimension, For all these reasons I will 
henceforth ignore this first perspective on normality as an obstacle to 
clear thinking, What is pragmatically useful in the approach can be 
reformulated in one or another of the three remaining ones. 

By normality as Utopia Offer and Sabshin designate the ap- 
proaches that treat normality as an ideal, or set of ideals, of optimal 
functioning. In this usage, nobody is completely normal, The facets 
of ideal normality that have been proposed in thoughtful discus- 
sions of psychotherapeutic goals by psychoanalysts of various per- 
suasions, by humanistic-existential therapists, and by others have 
been well cataloged by Jahoda (1958), whose book is firmly planted 
in this perspective and which demonstrates that to be Utopian in the 


argued that clarity about the evaluative nature of such Utopian 
criteria has the merit of avoiding the surreptitious advocacy of values 
in scientific-professional disguise. The conditions and consequences 
of placement on any particular evaluative dimension, however, are 
entirely an empirical matter, knowledge about which may affect the 
choices we make as we assign relative priority to competing values. 

Normality as average is the straightforward statistical notion, 
useful, indeed unavoidable, for descriptive purposes. When, as in the 
case of psychiatric research, the tedious work of conducting norma- 
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tive studies to define the normal in this sense has largely been 
skimped, pioneer efforts such as Grinker's (1963) description of the 
“homoclites” and Offer's of suburban adolescent boys (Offer, 1969) 
can provide a useful corrective to untested assumptions about what 
is in fact prevalent in human dispositions and behavior. More sys- 
tematic studies in this vein are being undertaken by the National 
Health Survey of the National Center for Health Statistics. (See 
Sells, 1968.) 

The trouble with this approach to normality lies not in its 
proper descriptive use but in its ready misuse, its confusion with the 
other meanings of normality, What is prevalent need not be biologi- 
cally healthy or desirable in terms of other evaluative criteria, All 
too often it is not. And depending on the intrinsic nature of the 
dimensions or variables on which one is averaging, the ideal, 
Utopian norm may lie near the midpoint of the scale (for example, 
flexibility as intermediate between rigid overcontrol and impulsive 
undercontrol) or it may just as well be located near one end or the 
other (for example, intelligence, capacity for intimacy, mendacity). 
The judgment of what is healthy or desirable—or important—does 
not follow from the descriptive statistics, 

Normality as process is the most elusive category because it 
hinges on the development of scientific theories, which are still prim- 
itive. Offer and Sabshin classify conceptions of normality as 
processes tending toward adaptation, whether in the perspective of 
individual development or of evolutionary or sociocultural pro- 
cesses. As Grinker has long argued (Grinker, 1967a, 1967b), gen- 
eral systems theory provides a widely applicable abstract framework 
within which, in principle, it is possible to identify processes that 
promote the maintenance and growth of the system (organism, per- 
sonality—or society; the framework is very abstract) and processes 
that comprise decompensation and regression. To the extent that our 
empirically based theory can be carried forward to fill in this ab- 
stract paradigm, we will have attained evaluative criteria of nor- 
mality that rest on a solid empirical footing. They will still be 
evaluative, and the value choice involved will still remain optional, 
like all value choices (the saint or martyr or rebel may set other 
values higher than those of system growth and maintenance). But 
evaluative criteria rooted in a well-matured systems theory should 
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have an intrinsic connection with empirical fact that our present 
criteria largely lack. (See Smith, 1959.) 

For the present, the process approach to normality is best 
represented by various attempts to conceptualize and study effective 
coping behavior (for example, Murphy, 1962; Haan, 1963; Ham- 
burg and Adams, 1967). Short of the full development of a systems 
theory of personality, there will be wide agreement that active cop- 
ing processes will in one way or another be part of an adequate 
formulation. The more we understand about them the better. 

In his collaborative study of mentally healthy young males, 
Grinker half facetiously, half seriously, gave them the neologistic 
diagnostic label homoclites to legitimize them for psychiatric inquiry 
and put aside, for the nonce, intrusive problems of values (Grinker, 
Grinker, and Timberlake, 1962). This descriptive account of very 
ordinary young men is as a benchmark for comparison, not only 
with the abnormal as seen in clinical practice but also with the 
idealizations of normality held by highly educated and culturally 
sophisticated mental-health professionals. That Grinker’s homoclites, 
undergraduates at the ymca-related George Williams College with 
its tradition of muscular Christianity, were not statistically repre- 
sentative of the general population of young American men but 
were rather a fairly homogeneous group suitable for composite de- 
scription adds to their stimulus value in provoking us to rethink our 
conceptions of normality. 

‘Though the design of his study is rather primitive, Grinker’s 
commentary on his findings is thoroughly sophisticated. In offering 
the homoclites as a version of average normality, he wastes little 
time in wonder at the contrasts they provide with the experience of 
psychiatry and psychoanalysis, though he vividly conveys the sense 
that acquaintance with them was eye-opening. From a critical 
standpoint, Grinker employs his homoclites to question the relevance 
of current Utopian views of normality, which may have arisen from 
a narrow cultural and experimental basis. He states (Grinker, 1963, 
pp. 128-129): 


The psychiatrist is educated, trained, and experienced in 
psychopathology and the treatment thereof. . . . In addition to 
knowing only patients, by virtue of his geographical location he 
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also sees mostly those engaged in the rat-race of city life. Finally, 
he is caught in his own middle-class perspective. 

The ordinary person has simple and reasonable values. 
He wants to feel good, work well, love and be loved, play and 
enjoy life occasionally and have hope for the future. There are 
wide ranges and many permutations of these values. He settles 
for less than he originally hoped for, holding to Freud's adage 
that life is difficult but it is all we have. 

What we as psychiatrists see to be the goal of American 
families includes: upward mobility regardless of intellectual, 
aptitudinal or social fit; doing and becoming which is opera- 
tionally goal-changing rather than goal-seeking; permissiveness 
rather than boundary fixing of behavior, work, strict religious 
belief, and discipline; and child-rearing according to the latest 
fad based on current theory. 

The difficulty is that these cultural values which Spiegel 
showed not to be entirely held by Irish-Americans or Italian- 
Americans are also not cherished by upper-lower or lower- 
middle class and later Protestant-American main-streeters in 
Kansas, Minnesota, or Illinois or in America as a whole. 

Thus what is normality and what is mental illness is con- 
fused because of the value discrepancies among psychiatrists, 
people, and cultures. 


Briefly stated, psychiatrists and other mental-health profes- 
sionals may have applied out of their appropriate context Utopian 
versions of normality that are specific to particular subcultures, with 
resulting confusion. 

In broadening the sociocultural base in which behavior is 
evaluated, Grinker's study contributes to a more adequate concep- 
tion of “normality as average." But Grinker is admirably clear that 
homoclites, widely distributed throughout America as they un- 
doubtedly are, represent only one kind of average normality—a 
relatively complacent type with limited ambitions better suited to 
maintaining a stable society behind the leaders, whomever they may 
be, than to giving leadership or to adapting in rapidly changing 
times. Within a broader adaptational frame of reference—normality 
as process—Grinker (1963, p. 131) speculates that the homoclites 
may have achieved their version of normality at the cost of “the 
limitation of patterned behavior suitable for a few roles and a re- 
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stricted range of environments. . . . What prepares the developing 
boy for multiple roles and a wide range of environments and the 
behavioral and psychodynamic criteria of health, this study cannot 
answer." 

Grinkers homoclites—and their conceptual descendents, 
Offer's modal adolescent boys in the suburbs (Offer, 1969)—are, 
one suspects, the psychiatric equivalent of President Nixon's "silent 
majority." I would not want to align myself with those observers 
who, in Grinker's words, *have developed a kind of moral judgment 
signifying intense anxiety when they imply the question, ‘Should the 
homoclite exist at all? " (Grinker, 1963, p. 129). Clearly homo- 
clites do exist, and their version of the human condition also deserves 
respect, but just as I question the long-run viability of the prejudices 
and narrow goals that President Nixon finds and cultivates in his 
silent constituency, I underline Grinker's doubts about the adaptive 
limitations of his homoclites. They will no doubt always be with us, 
and they contribute stability and their own version of sanity to the 
social mix, but they are likely to find the modern flux increasingly 
baffling. They will make little contribution to solving our urgent 
social problems, which their reactions to bafflement are already com- 
plicating. We badly need to rear citizens to other, more flexible and 
autonomous forms of normality. I am calling for a particular Utopian 
version of normality as especially relevant to our present predica- 
ment. In the remainder of the chapter, I try to explicate these 
Utopian criteria and sketch some of the present basis for thinking 
that they can be grounded empirically—in my judgment, a major 
task of the coming years for research on psychological development 
and functioning in social contexts. 

Grinker provides me with an advantageous point of depar- 
ture in his psychiatric presidential address, from which I have been 
quoting, and lays the basis for confronting his homoclites from the 
adaptational perspective. Grinker (1963, pp. 130-131) writes: 
“The success of prediction regarding health depends on the possible 
relationship between person and environment. The important ques- 
tion in the current fast-moving and changing social and cultural 
world is what stresses are, or will be, impinging on the individual 
[italics mine]. With environments no longer stable even in the pre- 
viously primitive cultures, the individual is required to make ex- 
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tremely rapid changes. Mental health thus depends less on stability 
but more on the flexibility of the individual." 

The flexibility of the individual is indeed important and, as 
we have seen, raises serious questions about the viability of the 
homoclitic adaptation. Heinz Hartmann's "average expectable en- 
vironment” (Hartmann, 1958) is becoming a will-o’-the-wisp—or 
a nightmare. But in the present, salient perspective of warranted 
concern over sheer human survival—surely the ultimate adapta- 
tional context—we are now compelled to frame an even more im- 
portant set of questions: In the current fast-moving and changing 
social and cultural world, which in so many respects is becoming 
manifestly stressful, less livable, and may be speeding toward irre- 
trievable disaster, how can individuals organized in society gain 
control over these stresses? How can people divert the ominous 
trends of population, pollution, escalating armament, and dehuman- 
ization of technology run rampant? How can they avert the disaster 
that looms so threateningly? And how—here the special competences 
of psychology and psychiatry become involved—can we rear and 
educate people who are capable of reconstructing their human 
situation rather than flexibly accommodating to the inevitable? How 
can we foster autonomy and realistic self-direction and political 
efficacy among people who have been reared to adjust—the socially 
oppressed and excluded, even the homoclites? 

Earlier I argued that mental health is not a theoretical con- 
cept but merely a chapter heading for evaluations of human per- 
sonality and that lists of mental-health criteria are inherently arbi- 
trary, reflecting standards of evaluation that we embrace on 
essentially nonscientific grounds, though we may revise our stan- 
dards in the light of empirical relationships. Subsequent considera- 
tion of the intrinsic requirements of different major contexts of 
mental-health practice—institutional psychiatry, the psychoanalytic 
consulting room, and the community as seen in the now-aborted 
War on Poverty—led me to back away from this rather unsatisfying 
relativism. (See Chapter Seven.) From the point of the public in- 
terest inherent in community psychology, the appropriate criterion 
seemed to be human effectiveness versus ineffectiveness. This was 
at least a relativism in a broader societal framework. I now proceed 
a step further. Just as the emerging sense of urgent human priorities 
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is giving rise to an insistent demand for a rescaling of national 
priorities, so it seems to me to cut through academic relativism and 
point unequivocally to new priorities among Utopian criteria of 
normality, priorities that are called for by the hard adaptational 
facts. Whether it makes sense for psychologists and psychiatrists to 
respond to these urgencies depends, of course, on whether our con- 
ceptual equipment, our research and technical knowledge, can in 
fact be brought cogently to bear. My intent in what follows is to 
pursue related themes in research and theorizing far enough to sug- 
gest that such is indeed the case. 

I draw the text for my Utopian message from Jacqueline 
Grennan Wexler—formerly Sister Jacqueline—who recently wrote 
(1969): “The question haunting society is whether or not the in- 
dividual at all controls his own destiny." This is the question that 
underlies the adaptational issues I have just raised: Can man gain 
control over the societal processes that threaten to overwhelm him? 
The question is likely to evoke ambivalent feelings of hope and de- 
spair. In the light of our vastly increased knowledge and technologi- 
cal competence, what were once accepted as acts of God—fated 
natural calamities beyond the reach of human choice or control— 
are now displayed as failures of man, susceptible in principle to ra- 
tional, planful attack. Yet the complexity of the problems that beset 
us and of the crowded urban society in which we live tends to leave 
us feeling more powerless than ever. The new potentialities for 
choice, for control over our destiny, do not produce the actuality. 

It is also the question on which a remarkable diversity of 
contemporary reform movements converge. Whether the context be 
the new nationalism of the former colonial world, the strident claims 
for self-determination symbolized by Black Power and Student 
Power, or the efforts to break through the custodial tradition in 
prisons and mental hospitals, the focus now is on augmenting peo- 
ples capacities to take charge of their own lives. Authoritarianism is 
in ill repute, and paternalism no longer seems a benign and accept- 
able policy. 

Whether the individual can control his own destiny may in- 
deed be the haunting question of our times, but is it one to which 
psychological Science can contribute? In spite of recurrent discus- 
sions of autonomy as a Psychological condition or variable (see, 
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especially, Angyal, 1941; Riesman, Denney, and Glazer, 1950), 
psychology has largely been tongue-tied. Our metatheories and 
paradigms have not equipped us to deal with the problem coher- 
ently. We spot the timeworn paradoxes of free will lurking to be- 
muse us, and we throw up our hands in retreat. 

In launching American psychology with its greatest classic, 
William James (1890) faced the problem directly but left it dra- 
matically unresolved. His psychology is at once explicitly determinis- 
tic and voluntaristic. In the spirit of science, James adopted its 
deterministic methodological premise—the commitment to push the 
search for causes to the limits. But this did not shake his belief in 
human freedom, and his psychology could still include the “will” 
as a traditional chapter, long since read out of respectable academic 
psychology where it is replaced by “motivation.” 

Modern psychologies have typically chosen one or the other 
horn of James’s dilemma. Both for behaviorism in its various ver- 
sions and for psychoanalysis, free will is an illusion. Our experience 
of choice as human actors is denied validity. Models of man emerge 
that appear to be radically incompatible with the assumptions about 
human nature that underlie democratic political institutions. A re- 
ductionistic, mechanistic version of determinism—a determinism 
that becomes a dogmatic principle rather than a methodological 
commitment—can undergird programs for the manipulation and 
control of behavior; it does not provide a language in which we can 
talk meaningfully about personal or political freedom, about ethical 
or political responsibility, about personal or democratic choice. 

The existential and humanistic doctrines that Maslow 
(1966) called third force psychology react against what its pro- 
ponents regard as the dehumanizing tenets of both behaviorism and 
psychoanalysis. These proponents pick the other horn of the di- 
lemma and opt for human freedom as a dogmatically given abso- 
lute. But in the process, they abandon the hard-won gains of deter- 
ministic science (Smith, 1966b). Grinker (1970) characterizes “this 
kind of existentialism"—the concern of third force psychology with 
an idealized, finalistic view of human potentiality—as “our modern 
delusionary system devised to alleviate the pain associated with the 
abandonment of certainty and meaning.” I would not go so far; it 
seems to me that Maslow, Rogers, May, and Fromm have made 
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suggestive contributions on matters of human import that have been 
neglected by behavioristic psychology and by psychoanalysis. But 
they are too ready to give up the advantages of inquiry that is 
governed by the rules of the scientific game—corrigibility and 
cumulativeness. Their view of man as a free agent is essentially non- 
empirical and therefore vulnerable. 

If this must indeed be our choice, between a scientific deter- 
ministic psychology that disparages man and a humanistic volun- 
tarism that idealizes him at the cost of discarding science, it is casy 
to see why so many of our students are fleeing from scientific psy- 
chology. But it is a Hobson's choice and an unnecessary one. 

The convergent lines of thought and investigation that I 
discuss lead to a view of free will not as an ilusory paradox (we 
have to act as though we have it, but we don't) or as a metaphysical 
postulate but as an empirical variable. In this view some people 
have more free will than others. The extent to which they enjoy 
freedom is subject to causal analysis. It can be changed, increased 
or decreased. And it has important consequences as well as causal 
antecedents. Our orienting question, of whether the individual at 
all controls his destiny, becomes an empirical one, within the bounds 
of psychological science. We will see that there are conceptual hand- 
holds for coming to grips with the question and also relevant though 
imperfect measures that are beginning to generate usable data. I 
am not conjuring up a speculative solution to a philosophical im- 
passe; I am attempting rather to explicate and advertise some new 
ways of thinking, the full import of which has not been adequately 
recognized. 

The empirical free will that I am talking about is not a 
matter of arbitrary fiat or chance. It does not hinge on a layman's 
naive interpretation of Heisenberg's principle of indeterminacy. The 
indeterminate, which certainly provides no basis for a conception 
of ethical responsibility, is not what people have usually meant by 
freedom. What we mean by freedom, rather, is personal causation 
or self-determination, causal processes with ascertainable antece- 
dents in which the self figures as an agent. The antonym of freedom 
is not determination but constraint. Freedom is limited by causal 
Processes that bypass the self or constrain its options of choice; it is 
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enhanced by processes that increase one's range of choice and one’s 
resources for attaining what one has chosen. 

It is time to begin fleshing in these abstractions. The best 
case study I know to exhibit self-determination as an empirical vari- 
able and to suggest some of the considerations that may bear on its 
deliberate nurture is Claude Brown's contemporary classic Manchild 
in the Promised Land (1965). Most often read for its shocking and 
realistic account of ghetto life, it is also a sophisticated psychological 
drama, the story of Brown's dawning realization that he could be 
the architect of his life. 

Growing up in the Harlem culture of poverty, Claude Brown 
as we first encounter him is caught in a vicious circle. Life is a hope- 
less jungle. The most one can aspire to is successful predation in the 
street life and an early death. The self-sustaining dynamics of the 
culture of poverty have been described and illustrated by Oscar 
Lewis (1959, 1966) and by Chilman (1966) ; they appear vividly 
in the Harlem world of the young Claude. The critical missing in- 
gredient is hope. In a realistically hopeless situation, people depend- 
ably reinvent a defensive fatalism. To hope is to be disappointed. 
Fatalism is at least a tenable posture toward a life situation that 
would otherwise be insupportable. One lives in a narrowly restricted 
present, and one gets one’s kicks where and when one can. But the 
fatalistic adjustment is not just a private invention; it is a culturally 
transmitted solution to life’s problems, a solution that does not solve 
the problems but makes life endurable. Storefront religion, cynical 
predation, and drug-induced oblivion are part of the culture; they 
do not have to be reinvented. 

The culture of poverty is a trap, a vicious circle, because its 
hopeless prophecies are self-confirming. If you do not hope, you will 
not try, and if you do not try, you do not acquire the skills or take 
advantage of the opportunities that might make hope warranted— 
even under these difficult conditions. People enmeshed in the culture 
of poverty are very low in capacity for self-determination and low 
in exercising effective free will. 

In Claude’s case, there were mitigating features from the 
start that laid an essential basis for his subsequent escape. For rea- 
sons that he cannot explain, Claude was no ordinary street boy; at 
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an early age he set out to become a first-class scrapper and hustler. 
Constitution and early experience had clearly endowed him with an 
ample supply of the motivation to have effects on his environment 
(R. W. White (1959) analyses such motivations in his discussion 
of the concept of competence). Because of his underlying hopeless- 
ness, however, Claude's deviantly channeled competence motivation 
seems heedless and self-destructive. During his early years Claude 
could realistically aspire to be a big man on the street, which he in- 
deed became. Though he knew the street life as "nasty, brutish, and 
short," it did not occur to Claude that he could escape to a better 
life. His beliefs about self and world drastically limited his actual 
freedom of choice, beyond the severe limitations imposed by social 
realities, 

The drama that unfolds concerns Claude's realization, at 
first faltering, then progressively firmer, that escape is possible, that 
there were steps he could take to bring it about, and that he could 
commit himself to take those steps. It is a story of many backslidings 
and of ultimate success—of a working through in real life of changes 
in Claude's self-concept that leave him, at the end, able to choose 
his life, not merely to adjust to the miserable realities that he was 
initially dealt. 

As a case history, Manchild in the Promised Land is sug- 
gestive of causal factors in the progression toward greater self-de- 
termination and freedom. Close study would identify many clues 
about such factors; here I only suggest a few. Preeminent is the 
effect on Claude's self-concept of receiving the full respect and 
trust of impressive adult figures whom he could idealize. Two such 
figures play prominent roles in his Story: Ernst Papanek of the 
Wiltwyck School (for delinquent children), and the Rev. William 
James. Brown makes it explicit that his experience of their seem- 
ingly unwarranted but also toughminded acceptance of him, respect 
for him, and confidence in him made a crucial difference in his 
feelings about himself; his account also illustrates how tentative and 
uncertain the process of change can be. The causal mechanism here 
might be labeled the Quaker principle: Treat a person with respect 
to make him worthy of respect. 

One can also find evidence in Claude’s story for the impor- 
tance of successes—“reinforcements” in the current jargon—that 
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added to his resources for coping. Claude's widely recognized ac- 
complishments as a hustler were surely important in sustaining him 
through difficult times and in making it possible for him to revise 
his conception of what he could do with his life. When, finally, he 
could reject the street as a bad life in which he had nevertheless 
been successful on the street's own terms, neither Claude's delin- 
quent friends nor he himself could accuse him of copping out from 
weakness or failure. 

Fortuitous traumatic experiences may also have played their 
constructive part in saving Claude from two extreme hazards of the 
street life that could easily have undercut all the positive influences: 
After a particularly nasty initial experience with heroin, Claude had 
no further truck with it. It was no temptation, and his revulsion 
against the junkies’ way of life, as it engulfed his brother and his 
close boyhood friends, helped to propel him from the streets where 
its use was so common and so visibly destructive. Claude's distaste 
for guns may have had a similar basis in traumatic experience. We 
learn that the necessity to carry a gun and to be prepared to use it 
was a main reason for his deliberate withdrawal from the life of a 
big-time hustler, just as Claude was rising to a level of conspicuous 
success, 

The positive and negative import of social support is also 
evident. To choose a new life meant leaving Harlem and disengag- 
ing from old friends, finding new ones. No more than anyone else 
was Claude independent of his social environment, either early or 
late in the story. His achievement—a major one—was to become 
capable of choosing his environment. He could not have rebuilt his 
life within the old environment. Autonomy is never absolute. 

Finally, Claude's life story evokes a feeling for the spiral, 
cumulative nature of the processes of change as they involve the self. 
When one is locked into a vicious circle of hopelessness and failure, 
the first steps out are very difficult, and backsliding is certain. This 
is what is meant by being locked in. But successes, insecure at first, 
cumulate in their effects. One gains in confidence. Eventually one 
comes to the point where one can profit even from failures, not be 
bowled over by them. Near the end of Claude’s story, Claude 
appears to be in command of his life. The vicious circle has been 
transformed into a benign one, in which the consequences of his 
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newfound self-direction will predictably tend to sustain him in his 
revised conception of himself and of what life can be. Claude's life 
may still contain neurotic conflicts, and even tragedies, but it will 
be his. 

"This sketchy account of a rich personal document makes it 
plain how self-determination can be conceived as a complex empiri- 
cal variable that falls within the causal framework of a deterministic 
psychology. I now refer to some convergent strands of research that 
suggest the fruitfulness of self-determination in more systematic 
inquiry. The research suggests that what a person thinks and feels 
about himself makes a crucial difference to his effective freedom. 

Rotter (1966; see also Lefcourt, 1966) under the ponderous 
heading "generalized expectancies for internal versus external con- 
trol of reinforcement" has contributed a simple pencil-and-paper 
scale that lends itself to wide and, thus far, productive use. The 
scale captures imperfectly the distinction among people that I have 
been trying to draw. 

Rotter devised his measure via a circuitous route. In the 
framework of his social learning theory of personality, he and his 
students had been doing experimental studies of the different dyna- 
mics of task performance when the performing person believes that 
his outcomes result from his own skill and effort as compared with 
when he believes that they are the product of fate or chance. Rein- 
forcement is under internal control in the former instance, under 
external control in the latter—in the eyes of the experimental sub- 
ject. It occurred to Rotter that he could supplement his experimental 
manipulations of internal versus external control to gain greater 
predictability if he were able to take into account individual differ- 
ences in his subjects’ expectancies about whether, in general, their 
outcomes were the product of their own skill and abilities or of fate 
and chance. Hence the I-E scale, made up of items paired for choice 
in which the respondent must choose between skill and ability ver- 
sus fate and chance as the source of major kinds of outcomes in his 
life. The scale, once launched, has had a life of its own. Standard- 
ized on Ohio State students (who are more like homoclites, I im- 
agine, than are students at more elite campuses), the measure 
yielded a single general factor. 
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As Rotter (1966, p. 25) summarized the findings that bear 
on the validity of the scale and hence on its interest for us, there is 
"strong support for the hypotheses that the individual who has a 
strong belief that he can control his own destiny is likely to (a) be 
more alert to those aspects of the environment which provide useful 
information for his future behavior, (b) take steps to improve his 
environmental position, (c) place greater value on skill or achieve- 
ment reinforcements and be generally more concerned with his 
ability, particularly his failures, and (d) be resistive to subtle at- 
tempts to influence him." These are surely earmarks of a coping 
orientation. 

The defects of the scale in its present form arise from its re- 
lation to Rotter's experimental setting, in which ability, skill, and 
effort are contrasted with fate and chance. The items in the scale 
pose the same forced choice. This might be an adequate choice if 
fatalists from the culture of poverty were to be contrasted, in a more 
innocent society than that of today, with believers in the Horatio 
Alger myth. But for alienated or dissident youth and for blacks 
imbued with the ideology of the Black Power movement, these are 
not the only alternatives. Perceived external control may not rest 
with fate but with “the Man" or the “system.” And the perceived 
resources for personal control may reside not only in the individual 
himself but also, vicariously, in his identification with a charismatic 
leader or a powerful movement and, quite realistically, in the pos- 
sibilities of joint action. Gurin, Gurin, Lao, and Beattie (1969) 
have shown that distinctions of this kind must be drawn when the 
I-E scale is applied to Negro samples. Not surprisingly, Negroes who 
blame the system are more likely to favor collective action. But in 
their measurements, most investigators have not freed themselves 
from Rotter's paired-choice format. However, the job of recon- 
structing an instrument capable of mapping out a complex of core 
beliefs about self and world seems now to have been done, after 
years of delay. (See Collins [in press], also Lefcourt [1972].) The 
generally intelligible relationships that Rotter’s I-E scale has pro- 
duced give much support to this approach. These relationships also 
indicate that people may be more able to give honest answers to 
questions concerning locus of control than to questions that bear on 
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the delicate, ambivalent, and therefore highly elusive matter of self- 
esteem. (See Wylie [1961, 1968] for the difficulties encountered 
with self-esteem measures.) 

Meanwhile, Richard De Charms (1968, pp. 273-274), 
whose theoretically elaborated account of personal causation is akin 
to my own, arrived at a distinction quite similar to Rotter's, between 
man as origin and as pawn. 


That man is the origin of his behavior means that he is 
constantly struggling against being confined and constrained by 
external forces, against being moved like a pawn into situations 
not of his own choosing. . . . Play that is forced becomes work; 
if one can choose his work without regard to external pressures 
and necessity, it takes on many of the aspects of play. . . . An 
origin is a person who perceives his behavior as determined by 
his own choosing; a pawn is a person who perceives his behavior 
as determined by external forces beyond his control. . . . 

The personal aspect is more important motivationally 
than objective facts. If the person feels he is an origin, that is 
more important in predicting his behavior than any objective 
indications of coercion. Conversely, if he considers himself a 
pawn, his behavior will be strongly influenced, despite any ob- 
jective evidence that he is free. An origin has strong feelings of 
personal causation, a feeling that the locus for causation of 
effects in his environment lies within himself. The feedback that 
reinforces this feeling comes from changes in his environment 
that are attributable to personal behavior. This is the crux of 
personal causation, and it is a powerful motivational force 
directing future behavior. A pawn has a feeling that causal 
forces beyond his control, or personal forces residing in others, 
or in the physical environment, determine his behavior. This 
constitutes a strong feeling of powerlessness or ineffectiveness. 


The research that De Charms (1968) reports creates origin- 
like and pawn-like situations experimentally and assimilates Rotter’s 
LE data for measurement of individual differences in the origin- 
pawn variable. In his subsequent research with school children, he 
has developed a system for scoring imaginative stories for the vari- 
able (still unpublished). 

My own entry to this area stems from attempts to understand 
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my observations of the experience and performance of Peace Corps 
volunteers. In working over my data and those of my colleague 
Raphael Ezekiel (1968), I found myself turning to R. W. White's 
(1959) concept of competence in order to formulate what made the 
difference between able young men and women who rose to the 
challenge with full commitment and performed with corresponding 
effectiveness and equally able young people who responded to the 
same objective situations as frustrating, not challenging, and spent 
their energies on adjusting, not coping. (See Chapter Seven. y 
White’s proposal of a biologically intrinsic motive to have effects on 
one's environment—effectance, he called it—is more modest and, I 
think, more tenable than De Charm’s postulate (1968, p. 269) that 
“man’s primary motivational propensity is to be effective in produc- 
ing changes in his environment,” but they are talking about the 
same human characteristic. Competence in dealing with the en- 
vironment, in White’s view, rests on this motivational foundation. 

The more effective volunteers among a generally impressive 
group, who joined the Peace Corps when it was still unknown, 
seemed more than the others to have preserved this responsiveness to 
challenge with which most infants start life amply endowed. By this 
point in the volunteers’ young adult lives, of course, this responsive- 
ness was no longer the somewhat randomly directed effectance of 
infancy. Their readiness for engagement and commitment was very 
much integrated into their selves. Generalized attitudes toward the 
self, viewing the self as worthy of being taken seriously (self-respect) 
and capable of producing desired effects, seems to lie at the core of 
the motivational complex that involved the effective volunteers in 
benign circles of challenge, coping, accomplishment, and hope 
rather than vicious circles of passivity or frustration, defense, failure, 
and fatalism. This cluster of self-attitudes seemed to me the common 
thread linking White’s competence, Rotter’s internal control of rein- 
forcement, and De Charm’s sense of being an origin. I now propose 
it as a Utopian version of normality that is especially cogent to our 
present adaptive predicament. It permits us to translate Jacqueline 
Wexler's (1969) question into psychological terms with which we 
are becoming able to work. 

Bits of evidence, often collected under seemingly unrelated 
labels, concerning family relations in childhood, educational prac- 
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tices, and kinds of life situations that contribute to people's ability to 
take charge of their own lives are beginning to emerge and to fall 
into place. I am not prepared to review them here. Rather, I call 
attention to a consequence that follows theoretically from the fact 
that the dispositions with which we are concerned are reflexive 
self-attitudes. 'To an important degree, the self is or becomes what 
one thinks it is; the self is the prime domain of the self-fulfilling 
prophecy (Merton, 1957). That is, what one believes about one's 
causal efficacy affects what one tries and what one does. We have 
seen evidence for this in the story of Claude Brown, in the correlates 
of Rotter's I-E measure, and in De Charm's observation that the 
feeling of being an origin creates origin-like actions. In the sphere of 
the self, the self-fulfilling prophecy is a prime causal mechanism. 
This is the basis for the Quaker principle, as illustrated in the trans- 
formation of Claude. 

Of course there are many problems in this sketchy formula- 
tion that need to be clarified. What, for example, of the constraints 
of reality? Can illusory vicarious power create a sense of efficacy 
that lays the psychological basis for making it more realistic later 
on? What is the role of myth in compensating for but perpetuating 
the actual status of pawn (“opium of the people"), in helping 
pawns become origins? The heated discussions among liberal psy- 
chologists that are predictably evoked by the more romantic recon- 
structions of black history and the more unrestrained expressions of 
Black Power ideology make it evident that the answers are not clear. 

To avoid misunderstanding, I close by making explicit 
the limited intent of this Chapter. I highlighted a Utopian version 
of normality, which contrasts strikingly with Grinker’s homoclites, 
because I believe that this normality is attainable and important. 
I still agree with Jahoda (1958) that characterizing positive mental 
health—Utopian normality—requires multiple criteria. And in a 
day of women’s liberation, I cannot help recognizing that there is a 
male bias to the criterion that I have selected for emphasis. The 
homoclites were males. Offer’s adolescents are males, and my Pro- 
methean phrasing of competence is probably masculine-slanted. 
Within the female role, as modern culture presently defines it, there 
are ways in which women, too, can be origins—though the culture 
builds in highly probable pawn-like ingredients. We clearly need a 
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new psychology of women, which encompasses the present cultural 
definitions—so different from those in Freud’s day—and which also 
transcends them in seeking to identify enduringly distinctive direc- 
tions of fulfillment that arise from the biology of sexual differentiation. 

Culture aside, men will probably be moved to produce large 
and satisfying environmental effects—from a feminine point of view, 
often absurd ones, no doubt—and women more often predisposed 
to cultivate the values of human responsiveness and love that make 
the enterprise humane and worth the candle. But this assumption 
remains in doubt, and the range of individual differences in each 
sex is surely large. At any rate, the expressive-compassionate com- 
ponent of the feminine role and perhaps of the female biological 
bent need not impose pawnhood. As our present imprecise ideas 
about effectance and self-determination become elaborated in re- 
search, we may hope that the versions that apply to the two sexes 
will receive equal attention. We risk fatuity if we neglect sex differ- 
ences in developing our Utopian criteria of normality, and we do 
injustice if we unthinkingly apply male-oriented standards to both 
sexes. 

Note: Since completing this Chapter, I have been impressed 
and influenced by Steiner’s, 1971, integrative review of a quite dif- 
ferent, mainly experimental, literature of sociopsychological research 
under the rubric of “perceived freedom.” There is much in his 
contribution that complements mine. 
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ON SELF- 
ACTUALIZATION 


S omewhere Abe Maslow ob- 
served that self-actualizing people manage to transcend their am- 
bivalences. Over many years—essentially the full course of my life 
as a psychologist—I have been profoundly ambivalent about Mas- 
low's contributions. There is much in his writings that appeals to me 
strongly. There is much else that sets my intellectual teeth on edge 
and makes me squirm in discomfort or withdraw in impatience or 
disagreement. When I am annoyed, I typically find that if I read 
on, in his great tolerance for ambiguity—indeed, his evident delight 
in the intellectually inchoate and disordered—Abe has anticipated 
my objections and said something sensible to mollify me (though 
usually not to put in order the problems that bothered me). My 
personal relationship with Abe was small but delightful; my intel- 
lectual relationship with his writings has been thoroughly ambivalent. 

This chapter is an attempt to penetrate and transcend my 
ambivalence by focusing on a theme that is recurrent and central in 
Maslow’s writings: self-actualization. It is a theme that he shares 
with other spokesmen of humanistic psychology (for example, 
Rogers, 1961), and it is central to the rationale of the personal 
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growth movement (see Back, 1972) of Esalen-style centers and en- 
counter groups with which humanistic psychology is linked. I must 
come to terms with it, if I am to make headway in (see Chapter 
Thirteen) advancing a psychology that is both humanistic (germane 
to man's experience and distinctive concerns) and scientific in a 
sense that is more self-critical, more abstractive, and hence, I be- 
lieve, more potentially self-corrective and cumulative than Maslow's 
“Taoistic’ version of science (Maslow, 1966; Smith, 1966b). As 
Maslow (1971) has noted, “The notion of self-actualization gets to 
be almost like a Rorschach inkblot” (p. 41)—a test of a psycholo- 
gist's fundamental conceptions of human nature. 

I have been concerned with aspects of self-actualization since 
I wrote a sophomoric paper on Nietzsche, Ibsen, and Shaw that 
helped resolve my major adolescent identity crisis by formulating an 
ideal of authentic yea-saying selfhood that creates human meaning 
in an otherwise bleak and Godless universe (the Ibsen I examined 
was Peer Gynt; the Shaw, Man and Superman). Reading and re- 
reading Maslow for the present purpose, I realized with a shock how 
significant Nietzsche also must have been to him (for example, Mas- 
low, 1954, p. 201; 1971, p. 37). Not only does Maslow share 
Nietzsche's concern about a nontheological basis for human values 
but the Superman reappears for Maslow in the guise of the self- 
actualizing person. There are even echoes of Nietzsche in the aphor- 
istic style of Maslow’s later, less self-censored writings. 

Self-actualization, however we interpret it, is intrinsically 
concerned with values. For Maslow, the doctrine bridged the gulf 
between value and fact. Again and again I have been drawn to the 
problem of the psychological status of values—how to avoid the 
twin perils of ethnocentric (or theological) absolutism with its vul- 
nerable dogmas and of a relativism that undercuts the significance 
of human choice. 

As I focused these persisting concerns in an attempt to clarify 
the nature and criteria of psychological well-being or positive mental 
health, I arrived at a skeptical view (see Chapter Seven) that never- 
theless seemed liberating (Smith, 1961)—that “mental health” is 
not a scientific concept but a chapter heading under which any and 
all evaluative perspectives on human personality can be placed. Pro- 
posed criteria of mental health—like the ability to love and work, 
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realistic perception, integration, and active mastery—are values in 
terms of which personality may be appraised. Scientific psychology 
cannot settle which values people should live by, and, therefore, 
psychological arguments about criteria of mental health are fruit- 
less. Nevertheless psychologists make a distinctive contribution to 
the discussion when they discover developmental and situational 
conditions under which particular values can be realized and con- 
sequences or side effects of pursuing particular values. This was not 
quite a relativistic position, since I assumed that people's value 
choices might converge in the light of such evidence and of human 
experience. My plea to those concerned with mental health was to 
be explicit about which values they had in mind and not to use the 
global concept as a cover to impose their own idiosyncratic values in 
the name of science. This plea still seems valid and, as I will shortly 
make clear, underlies a major bone that I have to pick with Maslow. 

As it turned out, I could not remain comfortable with an 
uncommitted, skeptical position, since it gave me no help with my 
sociopolitical concerns for human betterment (a point where I feel 
à strong resonance with Maslow, who was also basically an optimis- 
tic reformist). In the moral atmosphere of the War on Poverty, it 
appeared that the public interest in mental-health criteria dictated 
a primary focus on human effectiveness as a successor to the gross 
value of not-illness (appropriate to the institutional psychiatry of an 
earlier day) or that of personal adjustment and fulfillment (ap- 
propriate to the private client in the consulting room). (See Chapter 
Seven.) I drew upon R. W. White's ( 1959) motivationally based 
concept of competence for the key to a reformulated conception of 
positive mental health that seemed adequate to the needs of the time. 

Mulling over what seemed to me the requirements for sur- 
vival at our critical junction in human history, my own direct ex- 
perience with Peace Corps volunteers and college youth, and directly 
cogent research by Rotter (1966) and De Charms (1968), I came 
to refocus my thinking about “competence” upon processes of self- 
determination (see Chapter Eight). Some people more than others 
seem to be in charge of their lives—to be agents or origins of per- 
sonal causation rather than pawns. The unprecedented human sit- 
uation with its headlong trends toward multiple disaster sets a high 
premium upon agency, upon the rearing of people who will not 
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passively take these trends for granted. A view of self-determination 
as an empirical variable in which people differ appealed to me as 
cutting through the philosophical deadlock between determinists 
and voluntarists in psychology. If, in the realm of the reflexive self, 
the self-fulfilling prophecy is a causal mechanism, people's causally 
rooted conceptions of themselves as origins or as pawns can make 
the crucial difference in whether they actively live their lives or 
merely suffer them. Many people who were previously not self- 
determining—blacks and Chicanos, former colonials, women, even 
students—were demanding self-determination as against external 
constraint, and achieving the inner basis of self-determination 
through redefinition of their identities. A scientific social psychology 
of personality could help to understand this humanly important pro- 
cess and perhaps to advance it. 

These considerations still strike me as compelling. (They do 
not appear to fit very easily with Maslow’s [1954] otherwise at- 
tractive hierarchical conception of human motivation. Events have 
shown that people who are still suffering from gross deficiency [D] 
motivation are capable of acting to promote self-determination for 
themselves and the groups with which they identify [though their 
leaders are unlikely to be dominated by D-motives]. Maslow's D- 
motive of respect is related to the quest for self-determination but 
does not seem to encompass it.) I have come to realize that a spe- 
cialized focus upon self-determination, understandable and appro- 
priate as it may be for minority activists or radical feminists, isa 
one-sided, biased perspective for the psychologist who is concerned 
with optimal human functioning. Even in the Chapter in which I 
developed these ideas (see Chapter Eight), I noted as an after- 
thought that they probably reflect a male bias. 

The Promethean, instrumental, coping emphasis of compe- 
tence and self-determination has a characteristic flavor of male as- 
pirations and hang-ups (some self-analysis here!). It probably re- 
quires some modulation to fit the ways that females, on the average, 
will find suitable to living their lives as the cultural pressures that 
limit them are relaxed. Reflection on my own experiential sources of 
value and protracted discussions with Santa Cruz University of Cali- 
fornia students in seminar (a majority of whom had biases comple- 
mentary to my instrumentalism) convinced me that the one-sided- 
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ness is fundamental. In the terms of May's (1969) provocative 
book, I had been focusing single-mindedly on will. What about 
love? Maslow had long been asserting the insufficiency of coping 
and competence as criteria of the “fully human." A long, close look 
at the inkblot of self-actualization, under which he dealt with the 
criterion problem, thus takes high priority on my agenda. 

Among the many contexts in which Maslow discusses self- 
actualization, there are three major ones, which are closely inter- 
related. Initially, and throughout his subsequent writings, Maslow 
(1950) talked about self-actualizing people as rare specimens of 
psychological health who can be used as a kind of touchstone to ex- 
plore human potentialities. Secondly, he refers repeatedly to peak 
experiences of transcendent value, which he finds common among 
self-actualizing people. For more ordinary humanity, these may be 
regarded as moments of self-actualization. And, thirdly, he refers to 
a self-actualizing growth process governed by “metamotives” that 
take over when deficiency motivation is satisfied. As a basis for sub- 
sequent discussion, I will characterize each of these nodes of meaning. 

In a very modestly presented informal study (Maslow, 1950, 
1954)—regrettably informal considering the speculative weight it 
was subsequently called upon to support—Maslow examined the 
characteristics that he discerned as shared among fifty-one public 
or historical figures, contemporaries, and carefully screened young 
people who seem to exemplify or to approach the ideal of psycho- 
logical health. (Later [for example, Maslow, 1971, p. 34], Maslow 
prefered to substitute “full or diminished humanness" for the medi- 
cal terminology of health and illness.) Maslow (1954, pp. 200-201) 
wrote that “the positive criterion for selection was positive evidence 
of self-actualization (SA), as yet a difficult syndrome to describe ac- 
curately. For the purposes of this discussion, it may be loosely de- 
scribed as the full use and exploitation of talents, capacities, poten- 
tialities, and so forth. Such people seem to be fulfilling themselves 
and to be doing the best that they are capable of doing, reminding 
us of Nietzsche’s exhortation, ‘Become what thou art! ” 

The following, in brief, are the characteristics of Maslow’s 
self-actualizing people: “superior perception of reality; increased 
acceptance of self, of others and of nature; increased spontaneity; 
increase in problem centering; increased detachment and desire for 


On Self-Actualization 169 


privacy; increased autonomy, and resistance to enculturation; 
greater freshness of appreciation, and richness of emotional reac- 
tion; higher frequency of peak experiences; increased identification 
with the human species; changed (the clinician would say, im- 
proved) interpersonal relations; more democratic character struc- 
ture; greatly increased creativeness; certain changes in the value 
system" (Maslow, 1968, p. 26). Many of his later statements elab- 
orate upon and add to the traits listed in this summary. Maslow is 
explicit: self-actualization in this defining sense is an uncommon 
achievement attained only in late maturity. 

As just noted, Maslow found that his self-actualizers were 
especially likely to report transcendent, even ecstatic or mystical ex- 
periences that they regarded as imbued with the greatest intrinsic 
value, in which awareness of the self and its boundaries is eclipsed 
by immersion in larger meanings. Not all self-actualizers are 
“peakers,” as Maslow later (1971) observed. Many people who fall 
short of attaining Maslow's criterion of self-actualization neverthe- 
less have peak experiences—which Maslow suggests are transient 
moments of self-actualization, of *being." Because these moments 
involve a transcendence of the self, they also provide the link for 
him to “transpersonal” psychology. 

Self-actualization can be viewed not only as a life achieve- 
ment and as a momentary state but also as the normal process of 
psychological growth that occurs (in Maslow's [1954] theory of a 
hierarchy of motives) when a person's deficiency motives are satis- 
fied and his defenses are not mobilized by present threats. “Self- 
actualization is not only an end state but also the process of actualiz- 
ing one’s potentialities at any time, in any amount” (Maslow, 1971, 
p. 47). Maslow (1968, p. 45) suggests that “growth takes place 
when the next step forward is subjectively more delightful, more 
joyous, more intrinsically satisfying than the previous gratification 
with which we have become familiar and even bored; that the only 
way we can ever know what is right for us is that it feels better sub- 
jectively than any alternative. The new experience validates itself 
rather than by any outside criterion. It is self-justifying, self-validat- 
ing. . . . This is the way in which we discover the Self and answer 
the ultimate questions Who am I? What am I?" He continues, “Of 
course this formulation of growth-through-delight commits us to the 
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necessary postulation that what tastes good is also, in the growth 
sense, ‘better’ for us. We rest here on the faith that if free choice is 
really free and if the chooser is not too sick or frightened to choose, 
he will choose wisely in a health and growthward direction, more 
often than not" (Maslow, 1968, p. 48). 

It is here that Maslow espouses what the critic Kurt Back 
(1972, p. 110) identifies as the central model upon which the whole 
personal growth movement is based— "the model of a prisoner in a 
cage. Underlying most of the thought is the idea of man (or what- 
ever the essential man is) as being imprisoned by different layers of 
circumstances which do not allow him to reach his full potential- 
ities. Allied to this image is also the supposition that, if he could 
escape, everything would be good, and he would only use his po- 
tentialities for creative and beneficial results." With Back, I see 
problems in this faith that underlies the personal growth movement. 
I now consider, then, the difficulties that I encounter with Mas- 
low's formulations. 

Much as I would like to swallow the doctrine whole, the 
difficulties that make Maslow’s doctrine of self-actualization stick in 
my craw touch upon central and perennial issues concerning human 
nature. Since I generally agree with him about which is the side of 
the Angels, since I entirely agree with him (and with Chein, 1972) 
in espousing an image of man as an actor, not a mechanism, and 
since most of the bones that I have to pick bear on other humanistic 
psychologies as much as Maslow's, I hope that a vigorous argument 
about points of disagreement may contribute to a reconstruction of 
humanistic psychology along lines that preserve the humanism but 
improve the chances for a rapprochement with science. 

First I must note a petty methodological problem that seri- 
ously affects my reading of Maslow’s study of self-actualizing people. 
Maslow is so modest about the study's inadequacies and technical 
flaws and so informal in reporting the study that it seems quite un- 
fair to criticize—like turning a howitzer on a butterfly. But it is 
necessary, since the study provides the foundation for so much of 
what Maslow has to say about self-actualization. 

The crucial flaw, one that I noted long ago (Smith, 1959) 
and so far as I am aware Maslow never acknowledged, has to do 
with the bootstrap operation by which he selected his “sample” of 
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self-actualizing people. In effect, Maslow eliminated people with 
gross pathology—the Dostoevskis and Van Goghs—and selected 
people for whom, after close scrutiny, he had the highest admiration 
as human specimens. His empirical definition of psychological health 
or self-actualization thus rests, at root, on his own implicit values 
that underlie this global judgment. The array of characteristics that 
he reports must then be regarded not as an empirical description of 
the fully human (the value-laden facts that he claims to have estab- 
lished) but rather as an explication of his implicit conception of the 
fully human, of his orienting frame of human values. This is still 
interesting because of our respect for Maslow's discriminations of 
human quality, but it is not the factual foundation for humanistic 
values that he claims it to be. 

The trouble is apparent when we look at the names of his 
seven cases of “fairly sure” or “highly probable” public and his- 
torical figures: Abe Lincoln in his last years, Thomas Jefferson, 
Albert Einstein, Eleanor Roosevelt, Jane Addams, William James, 
and Baruch Spinoza. Why not also George Washington in his later 
years, Casanova in his earlier years, Napoleon, Thomas Edison, or 
Lenin? All of these could equally be said to be making, in the phras- 
ing of Maslow’s criterion statement of self-actualization, “the full 
use . . . of talents, capacities, potentialities, . . . to be fulfilling 
themselves and to be doing the best they were capable of doing, 
reminding us of Nietzsche's exhortation, ‘Become what thou art! ” 
In the inherent nature of the case, the dice are loaded toward Mas- 
low's own values. I like them, but that is beside the point. 

The methodological point shades into a theoretical one. 
How, indeed, are we to understand the “human potentialities” that 
become actualized? The term is most at home in an Aristotelian, 
finalistic conception, in which development is conceived as the reali- 
zation of potentialities that are in some sense uniquely predeter- 
mined. As I subsequently suggest, that is not so bad a fit to the bio- 
logical facts when we are dealing with the adapted products of long- 
term evolution (even though most biologists do not regard it as a 
viable theoretical formulation). Maslow (1968) stretches the bio- 
logical analogy to human psychology, as in the following: “Man 
demonstrates in his own nature a pressure toward fuller and fuller 
Being, more and more perfect actualization of his humanness in 
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exactly the same naturalistic, scientific sense [sic] that an acorn 
may be said to be ‘pressing toward’ being an oak tree, or that a 
tiger can be observed to ‘push toward’ being tigerish, or a horse 
toward being equine. . . . The environment does not give him 
potentialities or capacities; he has them in inchoate or embryonic 
form, just as he has embryonic arms and legs" (p. 160). 

This will hardly do. Except for some universals of the human 
species such as language and symbolization, constructiveness, inter- 
dependence, and maybe reactive aggression that have an entrenched 
evolutionary status and probably fit the acorn-oak tree model as well 
as the plant itself does (which is to ignore the complex interactive 
processes of epigenesis), the young person has an extremely broad 
range of multiple potentialities. The course of life, including the 
choices of the emerging self, excludes some of them, sets limits on 
others, and elaborates upon still others. Vice and evil are as much in 
the range of human potentiality as virtue, specialization as much as 
well-rounded development. Our biology cannot be made to carry 
our ethics, as Maslow would have it. 

I sec that I am resorting to sheer assertions to counter Mas- 
low’s. But the burden of proof is upon him. The kinds of people that 
Maslow excludes from his self-actualizing sample and its consequent 
bias toward Maslovian values undermines his case for the distinctive 
humanness of the particular human potentialities that his sample ex- 
emplifies. These are among the attractive possibilities of human 
existence; its interest, its tragedy, and its glory lie in the fact that 
they are not built in but exist as possibilities among a range of very 
different possibilities, any of which can be regarded as an actualiza- 
tion of potentiality, though trivially so, when it occurs. In general, 
the doctrine of potentiality is more misleading than helpful (see also 
Chein, 1972). 

The difficulties that I have just examined lead me to reject 
(unambivalently) a part of Maslow’s doctrine. Now I come to a 
matter that remains a problem for me, though I think it can be 
clarified beyond the point where Maslow leaves it: How do our con- 
ceptions of the self affect our view of self-actualization? 

Although conceptual attention to the self as actor, as reflex- 
ive object, and in its relations to other selves is a hallmark of human- 
istic psychology, theories about the self remain primitive and under- 
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developed. Plausible fragments from P. Schilder, G. H. Mead, Carl 
Jung, E. H. Erikson, Gordon Allport, and others lie scattered and 
unintegrated. My own thinking about the self is not in good order, 
and Maslow’s is mainly implicit. Yet one attractive meaning of self- 
actualization, as experience or action that is in deep accord with 
the self or carries forward its projects, depends entirely on what we 
assume about the self. Two radically contrasting versions of the self 
are current, with many variants. (See also Chapter Ten.) 

One version can be identified with the Socratic dictum “The 
unexamined life is not worth living." Selfhood from this perspective 
inheres in the uniquely human gift of reflexive self-awareness. Ac- 
tions actualize the self when they are done reflectively and respon- 
sibly to correspond to the values that comprise the core of self- 
accepted identity. Self-actualization is the cumulative product of 
such action and is accompanied by self-understanding. 

Quite a contrary version of the self can be identified with 
Jung, who perceives selfhood as an “iceberg” according to which the 
true, essential self, the source of creativity, of authenticity and value, 
lies outside of awareness. One can aspire only partly to know and 
understand the self, but one can still be sensitive to and guided by 
the self's dictates. Self-actualizing experience, from this perspective, 
erupts for the prepared person if he is properly receptive to it—as 
in peak experiences. Action is likely to be self-actualizing if it is 
spontaneous and unreflective. Thus the term self-actualization can 
be employed to designate empirical phenomena and ethical prescrip- 
tions that are diametrically opposed. The growth movement in hu- 
manistic psychology, and Maslow with it, seems heavily committed 
to the iceberg version of the self. 

I see no need to negotiate between these contrasting inter- 
pretations of selfhood, which I would rather understand as partial 
accounts of what it is to be human, that reflect competing realms of 
human value. Human nature is multipotential. A dazzling choice of 
options is available. There is no cosmic requirement, nor biological 
necessity, that our choices be well balanced. But they have conse- 
quences, all the same, in the inner world of experience and the outer 
world of practical affairs. I am sympathetic to what Maslow (1971, 
Appendix A) says, in a slightly different context, about Apollonian 
(orderly) and Dionysian (impulsive) versions of self-actualization. 
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As he puts it, the current Dionysian excesses of the encounter move- 
ment and the counterculture counterbalance the massive Apollonian 
emphasis of our technological society. But if I agree with this, I 
must also note that the major drift of Maslow's theoretical and 
quasi-empirical writings on self-actualization is Dionysian. 

Maslow's Dionysian bias (an emphasis on the diamonic, in 
May's [1969] terms, though for May the diamonic carries more 
multivalent, potentially tragic overtones than the Dionysian in Mas- 
low's optimistic, rather sanguine version) has implications for the 
meaning of peak experiences as glimpses or criteria of self-actualiza- 
tion. Peak experiences belong on the nonrational, Dionysian side; if 
one grants the coreality of the more Apollonian forms of self-actuali- 
zation, their authority diminishes. In a purportedly general “psy- 
chology of being,” it seems questionable to give as much weight as 
Maslow does to insights “validated” by the content of such experi- 
ences. Maslow notes that among his self-actualizing sample, Eleanor 
Roosevelt was a nonpeaker. Had his sample been drawn to follow 
his explicit criterion more faithfully, less according to his implicit 
value preferences, peak experiences would figure less prominently as 
a characteristic of self-actualization. In question, particularly, is the 
raising of mysticism to a status honored more than rationality, 
among the possible competing realms of value between which hu- 
man choice historically has oscillated. 

For myself, I think I understand Maslow’s peak experiences 
in love, nature, and music. These experiences contribute to the per- 
sonal richness and value of life, to the feeling that life is worthwhile 
and that one could die knowing that one had lived fully. These ex- 
periences remain great mysteries that make religion imaginable. I 
wish that a scientific psychology could encompass them; peak ex- 
periences surely reflect something unique to man and exceedingly 
important to him. It is to Maslow's great credit that he has brought 
them back into psychology. But the high value that I set upon these 
experiences does not persuade me to regard the “gut feel” as more 
enduringly valid than the considered thought, the passively eruptive 
as higher and truer than the actively sought. There are many varieties 
of human experience, religious and otherwise, all of which deserve 
respect and study. In a warranted pendulum swing against the pre- 
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vailing emphasis in psychology, Maslow has opted for inspiration 
over perspiration, and, taken as a new, scientific gospel, his Diony- 
sian bias is open to the charge of anti-intellectualism and romantic 
impulsivity. A pendulum swing should not be mistaken for the reve- 
lation of a higher truth. 

Peak experiences transcend ordinary selfhood, which they 
temporarily obliterate. I can only applaud another of the senses in 
which Maslow employs the term transcendence. In an introduction 
to “being-values,” Maslow (1971, p. 43) writes: “Self-actualizing 
people are, without one single exception, involved in a cause outside 
their own skin, in something outside themselves. They are devoted, 
working at something, something which is very precious to them— 
some calling or vocation in the old sense, the priestly sense . . . so 
that the work-joy dichotomy in them disappears." This, of course, 
is only a restatement of the Christian wisdom that he who would 
find his life must lose it—that happiness or fulfillment is a by-pro- 
duct that eludes direct pursuit. The observation has validity beyond 
Maslow's biased sample, and I conjecture that it will remain as an 
enduring truth about selfhood. It must be fitted into a conceptually 
articulated self-psychology. 

Maslow’s biologistic conception of man contrasts with the 
view of man as an historical human actor, which seems to me more 
appropriate for the consideration of self-actualization. In my earlier 
discussion of the doctrine of potentiality, I questioned Maslow's bio- 
logism, which projects a determinate course of self-actualization as 
rooted in man's biological nature. Here Maslow is faithful to his 
mentor, the holistic neurologist Goldstein (1939), who wrote: 
“Normal behavior corresponds to a continual change of tension, of 
such a kind that over and again that state of tension is reached 
which enables and impels the organism to actualize itself in further 
activities, according to its nature. Thus, experiences with patients 
teach us that we have to assume only one drive, the drive of self- 
actualization and that the goal of the drive is not a discharge of ten- 
sion” (p. 197). Goldstein anticipated the current trend in motiva- 
tional theory in his attack on the principle of tension-reduction. But 
his concept of self-actualization according to the nature of the orga- 
nism seems to me to have limited applicability at the level of human 
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action. What is the nature of the human organism or, better, of the 
human person? Perennial problems of philosophy and psychology 
are involved. 

The member of subhuman animal species, stably adapted to 
a well-defined ecological niche as the result of long evolutionary 
process, has a nature, the fulfillment of which is likely to result in 
adaptation and the survival of the individual (at least until repro- 
duction). As a higher primate that also passed through a long evolu- 
tionary period of stable adaptation, man too has a biological na- 
ture—though what it is and what constraints it puts upon present 
human action are just now important controversial questions. The 
chances are that man’s biological nature has to do with such prob- 
lematic matters as male enjoyment of hunting and a good fight, such 
essential safeguards as mothers’ irresistible attraction to babies 
(embarrassing to the new feminists), and such important but moti- 
vationally neutral propensities as preprogrammed readiness to learn 
the elaborate symbol system of a human language. The “further 
reaches of human nature,” in Maslow’s phrase, are still beyond the 
reach of evolutionary processes: historical time is short. 

Maslow’s is a psychology for the affluent, postindustrial so- 
ciety. The cons of protohuman evolutionary history must all have 
been lived mainly at the lower deficiency levels (in Maslow’s hier- 
archical theory of motivation) when life was indeed nasty, brutish, 
and short. Protopeople were in ecological equilibrium with their 
resources (which means the edge of hunger) and with their internal 
parasites (which does not mean health). How, indeed, could a bio- 
logical human nature of instinctoid metamotives of the kind Maslow 
regards as inherent in self-actualization be established in evolution? 
In his theory, these metamotives take over only when deficiency 
motives are satisfied. 

These considerations raise questions of whether the “wis- 
dom of the body” (and of the untutored mind) is sufficient for the 
valid guidance of signicant human choice, as Maslow’s faith would 
have it. Just as our gut reactions of pleasure may mislead us about 
saccharine and more dangerous drugs that had no part in our evo- 
lution, so these reactions may lead us astray or, what amounts to 
the same thing, into difficult and destructive conflicts in the human 
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relations of an interdependent urban society. In evolutionary terms, 
these human relations are almost as new as saccharine. 

The trouble is that Maslow's psychology is pseudobiologistic ; 
it is inadequately humanistic in the sense long defended by spokes- 
men for the humanities. Maslow neglects the discontinuity in the 
biological record that came with language, culture, self-conscious- 
ness, and the accompanying moral order of society. What a hu- 
manist would regard as historical human action Maslow persists in 
regarding as the instinctoid expression of biological propensities. His 
misguided attempt to arrive at a naturalistic basis for human values 
rules out any serious consideration of the ethics and politics—and 
perhaps the aesthetics—of human action. 

Darwin's principle of natural selection provides the equiva- 
lent of an Unseen Hand that gradually (though cruelly) shapes 
biological nature toward adaptiveness. In history and culture there 
is no Unseen Hand; there is human action. Human action can suc- 
ceed or fail, it can be constructive or destructive of self and others, 
and, miraculously, it creates a variety of values and must choose 
among them. This is the essence of human hope, of human tragedy, 
of human dignity. *Becoming fully human" is a personal-cultural- 
historical adventure. The biological metaphor is ill suited to grasp 
the essence of this adventure, but a humanistic psychology should. 

If an Unseen Hand is absent in human history, then self- 
actualization in the sense of growth process does not inevitably lead 
to the common good. “Doing what comes naturally" is not enough. 
The emphasis in Maslow’s writings is on the fulfillment of the in- 
dividual. Likewise, the encounter movement that draws upon his 
writings has become much more flagrantly individualistic. 

Yet Maslow's (1971) own view is more complex. Not only 
do self-actualizing people tend to be altruists but their “basic needs 
can be fulfilled only by and through other human beings, that is, 
society" (p. 347). Further, societies differ in the extent to which 
they make it possible for people to transcend the conflict between 
selfishness and altruism. Maslow (1971, p. 202) adopts from Ruth 
Benedict the concept of synergy for this characteristic of societies 
according to which the social institutions either tend to make virtue 
pay or, instead, tend to structure social life as a zero-sum game. The 
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concept plays a central role in Maslow's Utopian (or *Eupsy- 
chian") thinking. 

There is a suggestive basis here for political and ethical analy- 
sis and empirical inquiry. In spite of Maslow's preoccupation with 
humane institutions and management in his later writings (see espe- 
cially Maslow, 1965), his thought was essentially unpolitical. He 
was an optimist about the extent to which Eupsychian arrangements 
could indeed provide the equivalent of an Unseen Hand. Maslow 
did not actually deny the irreducible reality of conflict, either in the 
unconscious psyche or in society, but he was not disposed to dwell 
upon it. An adequately humanistic psychology should come to terms 
squarely with conflict and tragedy in human life. 

I have dealt severely with several aspects of Maslow's doc- 
trine of self-actualization because I think the doctrine deserves to 
be taken seriously. Now some efforts toward reconstruction are in 
order. For my own use, I should like to salvage the conception of 
self-actualization as process. I would interpret the process of self-actu- 
alization as characteristic of a person's actions or experiences when 
they are in congruence with his existing self (rather than dictated 
by external constraint or conformity or driven by inner compulsions 
that are alien to the self). Such actions or experiences feed back in 
their consequences to enrich the self, to express its values, or to 
further its enterprises. This is the crux of Maslow's concept. It is also 
a major part of his rationale for psychological growth. I think it 
important, and an adequate psychology of the self can build upon 
it. I would insist, however, upon an open conception of selfhood 
until our personological knowledge is more firmly based and better 
formulated—one with a place both for the creative depths of the 
iceberg theory and for the reflective commitments emphasized by a 
view that sets greater stock on rational consciousness. I would stress 
the many routes that are open to self-actualization (correspond- 
ing to the rich variety of human nature and its personal and cul- 
tural expressions). I would not expect, therefore, to find a single 
syndrome of virtues in the self-actualized people who are nearing 
the end of the journey. 

Self-actualization, so conceived, seems a precious psycho- 
logical value, but it must be appreciated in the context of other psy- 
chological and social realities. Since I do not believe that self-actual- 
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izing action can dependably be counted upon to produce the 
common good (short of Eupsychia, which I fear would be as dull as 
Walden Two or the classless society), I see self-actualization as in 
necessary and desirable interplay with social norms and sanctions, 
on the one hand, and with internalized principles and perhaps even 
taboos, on the other. This interplay is essential if a degree of social 
and psychological order which people need and which does not 
“come naturally" is to be attained. For both individuals and societies 
the pendulum swings between order and expressiveness. Individual 
differences in personal priorities (Apollonian and Dionysian) are to 
be expected and valued. 

Because social realities are at best imperfectly synergic in 
Maslow's sense, conflict will remain; there is need for politics. And 
because gut feeling and delight can be misleading guides to the 
common good (though valuable if fallible ones to individual self- 
actualization), ethics is needed as well. Neither ethics nor politics is 
bestowed upon man by any instinctoid biology, though workable 
versions of ethics and politics take into account his biological nature 
as well as his historically developing situation. Both ethics and poli- 
tics are the emergent, historical creations of conscious actors who by 
their new human nature—a nature that is transformed in the dialec- 
tics of human action—are interdependent and must come to terms 
with one another. Ethics and politics involve human choices about 
difficult matters with uncertain outcomes. 

A psychology is humanistic to the extent that it takes serious 
account of man as an experiencing actor. We know from man's his- 
tory and from appreciative acquaintance with his cultural products 
that even a minimally adequate account must be very complex. 
Maslow's corpus of writing certainly goes far toward evoking this 
complexity. But some of his ideas about self-actualization seem to 
purvey a one-sided, though admirable, vision of human potentiality 
and to fall short of full justice to the distinctively human nature of 
the historical domain of human choice. 


Chapter Ten 


THE ICEBERG 
AND THE MIRROR: 
PERSPECTIVES ON 

SELFHOOD 


Í still remember vividly how, some 
thirty-five years ago, my eye was caught and fascinated by the dust 
jacket of the book Explorations in Personality (Murray, 1938), 
carried by a knowing member of the self-ascribed in-group of stu- 
dents in the corridor outside Lewis Terman’s Stanford class in per- 
sonality. Under the title with its open invitation was a magic 
symbolic medallion of creatures of the ocean deep (among them, 
the portentous whale) and the inscription, Let not him who seeks 
cease until he finds, and when he finds he shall be astonished. What 
a contrast with any psychology that I thought I knew! One had to 
possess the book; one had to plunge in and devour it. Inside its 
covers, the variables teemed in Rabelaisian proliferation: also ex- 
citing new methods, and subjects with numinous pseudonyms. And 
the person of its principal author shone through the densely packed 
prose that struck sparks against itself. Obviously this was the work 
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of a benign and mighty Prospero with strange powers to induct us 
shipwrecked psychologists to a wondrous realm. 

Now that he is eighty, we know Harry Murray much better, 
since, as he has taught us, the personality is the life, and by now 
Harry has displayed a large life indeed. I, for one, am still aston- 
ished. I feel especially privileged in the extent to which his life and 
work have touched mine. 

The theme that I propose to introduce in this chapter, as my 
offering in Harry's honor, is not one that stems directly from his 
seminal studies of the person. But as we shall sce, my theme bears 
closely on his concerns, and I think it belongs in the large agenda 
that Harry staked out for us: to create a psychology of the person 
that is at once humanistic and scientific. As part of that encompass- 
ing agenda, I attempt a small foray into the large undertaking of 
disentangling an articulate theory of the self from our present con- 
fusion. 

The language of self and selfhood appeals to me, as it does 
to many others, because it connotes the distinctive feature of human 
personhood: man is at once subject and object ,“I” and “Me,” and 
what makes him a time-binding human actor in personal and 
cultural history—not just a behaving organism—is precisely the 
symbolic interplay of the subjective and objective, of reflexive 
awareness and action. My preliminary view does not perceive the 
self as a substantive concept, a thing-like entity, nor does it identify 
the self with the person or personality, although an articulated 
theory of self requires a developed personality theory. I see the self, 
rather, as a perspective on personhood that highlights the interplay 
of the objective and subjective. The theory of self to which we sub- 
scribe, whether it be implicit or explicit or merely confused, in- 
evitably embraces our metapsychology of core humanness. To for- 
mulate an explicit theory of the self, then, requires some sort of 
dialectic synthesis of the objective and phenomenological perspec- 
tives in psychology, focused on the emergence and transactions of 
personhood. No wonder that our concepts and theories of selfhood 
are in disarray. 

The conceptual ingredients presently at hand for a theory 
of the self are fragmentary and await integration. In psychoanalysis, 
Freud's (1921) concept of the “ego ideal” was eclipsed by his more 


182 Humanizing Social Psychology 


salient concept of “super-ego.” Freud did not provide the full array 
of concepts that we need to discuss the interrelations of I and Me, 
but his elaboration of the concept of the unconscious permanently 
complicated the problem of relating the phenomenological and the 
functional aspects of selfhood. The body image, obviously an im- 
portant ground of self-awareness, was stressed by the psychoanalyst 
Schilder (1935) and later by Fisher and Cleveland (1958) but re- 
mains a stray topic in personality theory—one that is quite ignored 
by the symbolic interactionist tradition stemming from Mead 
(1934). McDougall (1921) made the “self-regarding sentiment” 
the kingpin in his structural account of the mind, doing duty for 
what had formerly been treated as the will. But the clue was not 
picked up in the later social psychology of attitudes (which re- 
mained steadfastly devoted to peripheral dispositions) nor in the 
personality theory of Murray (1938), which in other respects is a 
marriage of the psychoanalytic (Freudian and Jungian) and Mc- 
Dougallian traditions. Rogers (1961) made the self-concept central 
in his research and in his theory of psychotherapy and personal 
growth, but in his bland optimism he ignored rather than solved 
or rendered obsolete the problems that Freud had posed. A massive 
and largely disappointing tradition of empirical research focuses on 
the self-concept (Wylie, 1961, 1968); the promising contributions 
of Rotter (1966) on locus of control and De Charms (1968) on 
origin versus pawn have still to be understood as enlarging and re- 
orienting research on the topic. Erikson's (1959) elaboration of the 
connotations of identity remains to be clarified by more orderly 
theorists and has not been linked effectively with complementary 
concepts in the sphere of selfhood. On two occasions, G. W. Allport 
attempted an heroic sorting-out of concepts, once under the rubric 
of “ego” (1943) and again under that of “proprium” (1955), but 
each of these ventures amounted essentially to a catalog of the 
features or functions of selfhood. A difficult job still lies ahead if we 
are to put our best current thinking about selfhood into coherent 
order. 

The mirror and the iceberg of my chapter title are intended 
to evoke two major conceptions of selfhood that compete for the 
terrain of a properly humanistic psychology. Let me add to this 
primary pair of images four others—the self as onion, as chooser, 
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as knower, and as vacuum—and the roster of supposed human 
actors as presented by our competing metapsychologies is virtually 
complete. 

First, the self as mirror, a metaphor that I draw from 
Charles Horton Cooley's (1902) “looking-glass self." (Other great 
names in this tradition of conceptualizing selfhood are William 
James [1890], James Mark Baldwin [1913], and George Herbert 
Mead [1934].) Symbolic interactionists in sociology have institu- 
tionalized the tradition and given it prominence in the stream of 
sociopsychological theorizing within their discipline. From this 
perspective, selfhood inheres in the uniquely human gift of reflex- 
ive self-awareness, and this, in turn, is the emergent outcome of 
social, communicative processes. We see ourselves as reflected in the 
responses of significant others; initially we see them in the god-like 
principal characters of the family drama. We come to acquire a 
coherent sense of selfhood through practice in role-taking: through 
adopting toward our own actions-in-process and toward our own 
attributes the perspectives of significant others, eventually articu- 
lating these perspectives to view the self “in the round” from the 
perspective of the “generalized other,” in Mead’s phrasing. We can 
then turn the mirror inward and use it for the critical guidance of 
our thought and action in the social world. Thus the self as Me. The 
I as actor and interlocutor of the Me is more mysterious, but, at 
least in Mead’s version, it represents the spontaneity that charac- 
terizes reflective action and the results of inner dialogue. Selfhood 
in the mirror version, though it is seen as an emergent social 
product, does not have to be taken as a mere passive imprint of so- 
cial definitions and pressures. 

As I have already noted, the important agenda for theoreti- 
cal development in this version of selfhood concerns the interplay 
between I and Me— between the causal-functional and the phe- 
nomenological perspectives, between self as actor and as reflexive 
object. Mead is of little help to us here, and philosophical pitfalls 
and empirical obscurities abound. It is understandable that sym- 
bolic interactionism and its descendent “ethnomethodology” have 
attracted a surge of interest from younger sociologists of humanistic 
or radical inclinations. The perspective, like that of Marx, and of 
Piaget in developmental psychology, takes man’s distinctively human 
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characteristics seriously. It sees man as an actor—in an interactive 
(forthe Marxian, read dialectical) process in which these characteris- 
tics emerge and through which they are sustained. (Two experimental 
social psychologists, Duval and Wicklund [1972] have recently 
published a valiant attempt to contribute to the I-Me problem.) 

For those who use the term, selfhood is a value-laden con- 
cept. If we hold that selfhood inheres in the inner mirror, we are 
predisposed to take as an ethical guide the Socratic dictum that “the 
unexamined life is not worth living.” We are likely to interpret that 
ambiguous summum bonum self-actualization in a way quite differ- 
ent from that emphasized by Maslow. (See Chapter Nine.) Actions 
actualize the mirror self when they are done reflectively and re- 
sponsibly to correspond to the value priorities that comprise the 
core of the person’s self-accepted identity. That is, actions guided 
by self-awareness are self-actualizing. Self-actualization is the cumu- 
lative product of such actions and both requires and results in self- 
understanding. 

Theorists of the iceberg self seem to live in a differently 
populated world, governed by incommeasurable values. Carl Jung 
(1953), a major source of inspiration to Murray, is the purest and 
most highly elaborated case of an approach to selfhood that is 
shared in degree by many humanistic psychologists. According to 
his view, the true, essential self lies mostly outside of awareness. For 
Jung, the submerged self has sources that transcend individual per- 
sonality. Through a process of “individuation” (“becoming a per- 
son,” in Rogers’ [1961] phrase), the fortunate person gains touch 
with his potential for authenticity and creativity and escapes the 
charade of masks and personifications in which most of us are 
caught. For the purposes of a humanized psychology, Jung’s respect 
for the religious ingredient of human experience is a strong point; 
for purposes of a scientific humanism, the extent to which Jung’s 
doctrine seems to partake of religion rather than helping us to 
comprehend it is an embarrassment. 

From the perspective of the self as iceberg, self-actualizing 
experience erupts for the prepared person if he is properly receptive 
—as in Maslow's peak experiences. Action is likely to be self-actual- 
izing if it is spontaneous and unreflective. As Chapter Nine ob- 
served, the term self-actualization can be used for empirical phe- 
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nomena and ethical prescriptions that are diametrically opposed! 
If the mirror version of selfhood fits the classical or Apollonian 
ethos, the iceberg version is romantic and Dionysian. (This char- 
acterization, I realize, does not do justice to Jung's complexities as 
a psychological theorist and ethical leader. Jung, too, seeks the com- 
plete man.) 

Thus far I have used Mead and Jung to identify prototypi- 
cal conceptions of the self. What are we to make of Freud? If con- 
scious awareness is what shows above the surface, Freud certainly 
subscribes to an iceberg model. But his tripartite structural metaphor 
is of the person, not of the self. The bottom of the iceberg, the id or 
“it,” is explicitly not-self—hence Freud's use of Groddeck’s (1935) 
term das Es. And the closest counterpart in Freud to Mead’s Me is 
not self either, but the superego, the internalized voice of social 
prohibitions and prescriptions—an alien voice. The locus of selfhood 
for Freud is wholly in the ego. Freud displays the values, the thera- 
peutic goals, of the mirror theorist when he proclaims, “Where there 
was id, let ego be.” 

Freud’s writings present us with a complex stimulus full of 
internal inconsistencies. In the context of our concerns in this 
volume, it is important for us to note, with Holt (1972), that both 
a humanistic and a mechanistic metapsychology can be extracted. 
What Freud himself viewed as the core of his metapsychology, the 
economic point of view focused on psychic energy or libido and its 
cathexes and transformations, now appears as a gratuitous importa- 
tion from the mechanistic nineteenth century physics of Helmholz, 
whose law of the conservation of energy (the first law of thermo- 
dynamics) seemed in its day the epitome of the scientific. (Freud’s 
later preoccupation with the “death instinct” can be read as partly 
an echo of the second law of thermodynamics, the entropy prin- 
ciple). On the other hand, particularly in his clinical papers, Freud 
developed a psychology of wishes, meanings, conflict, and symbolic 
transformation that remains undated as a fundamental contribution 
to a humanistic psychology. In addition to Holt, Loevinger (1966), 
Yankelovich and Barrett (1970), and Chein (1972) are among 
those who are engaged in reconstructing psychoanalytic theory to 
cleanse it of intrusions from physicalistic metaphors. In the terms 
of the metaphor of our own day, the computer, these theorists real- 
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ize that the tasks of psychoanalysis (and psychology) concern the 
programs and processes by which information is stored and trans- 
formed, not the energy economy of the hardware (which is de- 
scribed literally as the conversion of electrical—or chemical—energy 
into heat, not as thought, feeling, or behavior). Psychoanalytic 
theory in this vein is congruent with conceptions of selfhood. A 
thoroughgoing attempt to introduce the necessary conceptual dis- 
tinctions may be found in the latter part of Chein’s (1972) book, 
my indebtedness to which is repeatedly recognized elsewhere in this 
volume. 

I draw the image of self as onion from Ibsen’s Peer Gynt, 
who was fated to be recast by the Button Molder if there was no 
core of true self left when the onion layers of his role-identities were 
peeled away. It is a caricature, but one that some versions of role 
theory approach (Thomas and Biddle, 1966). This particular role- 
theoretic tradition stems not so much from Mead (1934)—who 
emphasized interpersonal role-taking process—as from Linton 
(1936), who proposed a structural theory of roles and statuses to 
which persons accommodate. The tradition can be characterized 
as the theory that would naturally be conceived by Riesman’s 
(1950) other-directed man in the same manner that Freud’s super- 
ego doctrine casts Riesman’s inner-directed man—the man with a 
gyroscope, not a radar—in universalized terms. 

Versions of the onion model are shared by other theorists 
who emphasize role-playing and the situational determination of 
behavior. The theories are mutually congenial because they 
dissolve selfhood into a congeries of masks and appearances—thus 
Goffman's (1959, 1971) dramaturgical theory, which portrays a 
virtually paranoid world of schemers, connivers, and tacit accom- 
plices who are concerned with the smooth stage management of 
their relationships rather than with the conduct of substantial hu- 
man enterprises. Thus also Mischel's (1968) social learning theory 
of personality, which embraces a radical situationism that questions 
the utility of positing inferred dispositions of personality. “Attribu- 
tion theory,” popular in experimental social psychology, also focuses, 
in a very sophisticated way, on the appearances of self and personal- 
ity: on what we make of the other, not on what we are in ourselves. 
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When it is brought to bear on self-attribution (as by Duval and 
Wicklund, 1972), it approaches the topic of my concern. 

Surely these theories have a grasp on important partial 
truths. Their prevalence may also indicate the bad morale of our 
times. I am reassured by analyses presented by Alker (1972) and 
by Stagner (1973), however, that the empirical case for the onion 
view is far from established. We are not compelled to believe that 
by our very nature we are nothing but stuff for the Button Molder. 

I cannot think of a suitable image to symbolize what I call 
the self as chooser. Writers in the existential tradition who empha- 
size this version of selfhood, with its attendant ethical prescriptions 
of good faith and authenticity, emphatically reject the onion self as 
a failure of human potentiality, as indeed did Ibsen in originating the 
metaphor. I also place the psychologists of identity in this camp: 
Wheelis (1958), Lynd (1958), and Erikson (1959)—though Erik- 
son’s complex vision can hardly be pigeonholed. Identity be- 
comes problematic only in the context of choice. The cacaphony 
of modern culture, the erosion of traditionally accepted values and 
frames of meaning, has made choice especially salient—and difficult 
—for contemporary Western man. Participating in this ambiance 
myself, I would classify under this heading (and also under that of 
mirror) my own attempts to formulate self-determination as a theo- 
retical and empirical problem (Chapter Eight). The chooser model 
too is only a partial perspective on selfhood; in comparison with the 
onion version, it seeks to promote our self-understanding as actors 
capable of assuming human responsibilities rather than merely re- 
flecting what may be a special pathology of an alienated mass so- 
ciety. 

For American psychology in mid-century, motivation re- 
placed the traditional nineteenth century chapter on the will. It 
remains a tangled, unsatisfactory chapter, with progress apparent 
mainly in our knowledge of some of its neurophysiological under- 
pinnings. Certainly, we should not seek to resurrect the will as a 
faculty or organ of the mind. But we need to complement the con- 
ception of separate motives operating in conflict or in fusion—as 
bequeathed us by both the psychoanalytic and the behavioristic 
lines of thought and retained in current cognitive value-expectancy 
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models—with a conception in which the path of some motivational 
processes leads to action via choice and commitment, that is, in- 
volves selfhood. 

The self as knower is best represented in personality theory 
by the work of George Kelly (1955; also Maher, ed., 1969), a 
humanistic psychologist and clinician who construed ordinary peo- 
ple on the model of scientists like himself. The flavor of his human- 
ism is conveyed by the following passage, which applies equally to 
the theories of the scientist and the constructs of the layman: 
“Theories are the thinking of men who seek freedom amid swirling 
events. The theories comprise prior assumptions about certain 
realms of these events. To the extent that the events may, from these 
prior assumptions, be construed, predicted, and their relative courses 
charted, men may exercise control, and gain freedom for themselves 
in the process” (Kelly, 1955, p. 22). This too is a partial perspec- 
tive that highlights one human function. It meshes readily with the 
versions of self as mirror and as chooser—all cognitive in their 
emphasis. 

Finally, the vacuum self is my pejorative way of labeling 
Skinner’s (1971) stalwart refusal to deal with experiential or in- 
ferred processes in the “black box" behind the person's observable 
behaviors. Of course the vacuum self is a denial in principle of the 
need for a theory of self and of the propriety of any such theorizing. 
All the same, Bem (1967) has found it possible to say some inter- 
esting things from the vacuum perspective that bear upon self- 
attribution. 

Simply displaying these disparate perspectives on selfhood 
Seems to carry several implications, which I now try to make ex- 
plicit. Two of them have already been touched upon. 

First, how we interpret the ideal of self-actualization de- 
pends crucially on how we conceive of the self—on our assumptions 
about the essentials of personhood. Maslow (1954) to the contrary, 
the idea that we can leap the chasm between facts and values by 
identifying a single syndrome that empirically characterizes self- 
actualizing people seems to me a will-o’-the-wisp. Of course, what 
we regard as self-actualizing is a matter of the values that we are 
committed to. And as C. W. Morris (1942, 1956) has documented, 
mankind has created and elaborated upon a wide array of “varie- 
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ties of human value,” that require contrasting “paths of life” for 
their realization. Man would be diminished were there not a pleni- 
tude of modes of self-actualization. 

Second, our competing theories of selfhood may be more 
limited to particular historical and cultural contexts than their pro- 
ponents recognized—and may perhaps be more valid within those 
contexts than their critics admit. In at least some of its features, 
role theory—the onion self—may be a particularly good fit to self- 
hood in a bureaucratic mass society; Freudian psychoanalysis a 
good fit to selfhood in the middle class of Central Europe during the 
late Victorian—or Franz Josephan—era; and existentialism a good 
fit to the position of intellectuals and educated youth in the cultural 
flux and crisis of today. There is no reason for surprise or dismay if 
our versions of selfhood prove historically and culturally bounded. 
Man as a cultural-historical actor makes himself as he creates cul- 
ture and history—he is also the product of culture and history. The 
very terms for conceptualizing the selfhood of an existentialist intel- 
lectual will surely differ from those that fit a traditional peasant 
villager, a medieval monk, a nomadic herdsman, a captain of in- 
dustry, a small shopkeeper, a scientist, or a factory worker. If we 
want our theorizing about the self to have as much generality as 
possible, we will do well to take our own personal and historical 
perspectives into account as explicitly as we can. 

Even if we discount these important matters of perspective, 
I think we will still find panhuman features of selfhood. Good can- 
didates for some of them have been selectively emphasized in the 
several conceptions of selfhood just examined. One does not have 
to be a true believer in any particular psychoanalytic school to ac- 
cept the evidence of dreams, myth, and ritual the world over, and 
of madness and creativity, as pointing to iceberg-like psychic realities 
that have usually been ignored in sociopsychological versions of 
self theory, to their impoverishment. One does not have to reject 
depth psychology to insist that its account of selfhood would be 
enriched by attention, following the lead of Mead and Piaget, to 
the emergence of mirror-like phenomena in the developing person’s 
transactions with the social and physical world. We do invest our- 
selves in and define ourselves by segmental role identities that fit 
the onion model; our sense of integral identity, if we have it, is at 
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least partly illusory, a matter of unsubstantiated attribution; some- 
times, no doubt, entirely so. We are knowers and choosers as we 
hold the mirror to self and world. 

'The comprehensive account of selfhood, toward which a 
humanistic psychology should strive, will therefore have to be syn- 
thetic (not eclectic), articulating insights and formulations that 
are stressed onesidedly in the competing perspectives that we have 
so hastily passed in review: mirror, iceberg, onion, chooser, and 
knower. As often the case with competing preemptive theories, the 
parable of the blind men and the elephant applies, but it is a more 
difficult problem to put together an adequate model of the creature 
that is Man. 


PART III 


TOWARD PRIORITIES: 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
AND PERSONAL 


A theme shared by the first two chapters in this part, Chapters 
Eleven and Twelve, is that we live in unprecedented times that are 
fraught with peril for mankind but also ripe with opportunity if 
we can but learn to seize it. The medical metaphor of crisis fits 
aptly: These are times in which what we do can make or break our 
future. In such times, psychology can ill afford to remain smugly 
academic. But reflection is in order on how we can best contribute. 
The nature of our resources as psychologists must be taken into ac- 
count as well as the seriousness of the problems that we face. 
Chapter Eleven takes brief stock of these resources and ex- 
amines some of the relatively commonplace ways in which psychol- 
ogists are contributing and are expected to continue contributing to 
the solution of the interlocking set of critical human problems. The 
chapters main emphasis, however, follows George Miller in stress- 
ing the importance of psychology that we “give away” to the gen- 
eral public, and takes issue with the assumptive images of man that 
psychologists have been purveying freely—the metapsychologies em- 
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bodied in humanistic psychology and in Skinnerian positivism. The 
chapter argues that a psychology that is both scientific and human- 
istic can best contribute to helping man to gain control of his destiny. 

Chapter Twelve considers a range of ethical problems with 
which psychology is involved. A selective review of ethical con- 
siderations that bear upon psychologists! major roles, in research, 
service, teaching, and public policy, begins with brief attention 
to the ethical code adopted by the American Psychological Associa- 
tion governing the conduct of research with human participants. My 
main emphasis, however, is on a selected set of difficult political-ethi- 
cal problems that lie before us, to which an ethically responsible social 
psychology might be expected to contribute. Attention is focused on 
the "contingent future" that depends upon our present policies and 
actions, in keeping with the view of human agency implicit through- 
out the volume. 

Part Three ends with an autobiographical chapter (Chapter 
Thirteen) originally prepared for a collection intended to introduce 
undergraduates to the activities of psychologists. In spite of natural 
doubts occasioned by ambivalent reactions of vanity-modesty-pri- 
vacy, I think the chapter belongs in this volume. The attempt to 
combine science and humanism in psychology is a personal adven- 
ture as well as a public venture. Because deep human hopes and 
concerns are intrinsically involved in the subject matter, the life of 
the psychologist is more complexly entangled with his work in this 
domain than it may be in segmental, objectified areas of inquiry. 
In retrospect, the route by which I arrived at my present pattern 
of commitments continually surprises me. In the present context, 
this partial autobiography (I have held back some areas of cher- 
ished privacy, some of embarrassed privacy) can be viewed either as 
data, as context for the understanding of ideas, or as a kind of in- 
direct argumentum ad hominem. Caveat lector! 


Chapter Eleven 
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PSYCHOLOGY AND 
NEW PRIORITIES 


c 

eR and "new priori- 
ties? have become clichés while we are still baffled by the novel 
human situation that has led to their being overworked. The need 
for new priorities is clear to most of us, and each of us has his own 
favorite diagnosis—and diagnostician. The land is full of prophets 
who write the best-sellers that our students read in paperback and 
with which we teachers have to catch up: Tofller's Future Shock 
(1970), Slater's Pursuit of Loneliness (1970), Reich's Greening of 
America (1970), Roszak's Making of a Counter-Culture (1969), 
and now the Club of Rome's Limits to Growth (Meadows, Mead- 
ows, Randers, and Behrens, 1972), among the more prominent. I 
begin by sketching my own diagnosis, not because it is at all origi- 
nal but as an explicit basis for considering the relevance of psychol- 
ogy. ' 
We are just becoming aware of the crazy implications of the 
headlong trends of change in which we seem to be involved willy- 
nilly. My list of these trends includes sharply rising growth curves in 
speed of travel and communication, production of scientific and 
technical information, national armament and destructive capacity, 
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energy and resource consumption, environmental pollution, popula- 
tion (the “explosion”), and urbanization (the “population implo- 
sion”). Any long-run extrapolation of this package of trends points 
to absurdity or disaster: this is the underlying point of the book 
Limits to Growth which seems to me incontrovertible, whatever the 
faults of the particular simulation model. Our historical situation is 
entirely novel. That an increasing number of the educated popula- 
tion, especially the young, share this appraisal of the human situa- 
tion is also novel and belies the claim that the recent tide of aliena- 
tion and/or protest is simply another recurrent specimen of youth 
protest movements (Feuer, 1969). 

Another way of phrasing the novelty of our situation is that 
we are at the threshold of the closing of the ultimate global frontiers, 
as symbolized by our moon-walking astronauts. In American history, 
the frontier was the great seducer that led us to take for granted a 
wasteful and reckless relationship with our environment. It was also 
the great safety valve for the discontents of civilization, an equalizer 
and reservoir of opportunity. The frontier closes at a time when 
there are enormous inequalities that entail tensions and pressures for 
which the missing safety valve is badly needed. 

The economic gap between the rich countries, particularly 
the United States, and the poor ones grows ominous, leading even 
such a concerned ecologist as Hardin (1971) to project, without 
wincing, a picture of Fortress America. Within the United States, 
the politically abortive War on Poverty left the gap between the 
ethnic poor—black, Chicano, and native American—and the estab- 
lished middle class (and affluent working class) undiminished. As 
the population implosion concentrates these problems of inequality 
and injustice in the cities, we face another novel problem: We have 
not had time to shape a viable urban culture by the usual slow 
processes of trial and error. Rich or poor, most of us are newly ur- 
ban. We are no more culturally adapted to metropolitan life than 
we are to the closed frontier of Spaceship Earth (in Buckminster 
Fuller’s phrase) or to the accelerating pace of change catalyzed by 
a seemingly autonomous technology. 

_ Tnthis novel and challenging but also disorienting and fright- 
ening world, we are showing signs of adaptive failure. Toffler’s sum- 
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mary term future shock is a good label for our predicament. The 
symptoms, not only in the United States but throughout the indus- 
trialized West, are matters of salient public concern: the spread of 
vandalism and violence; the epidemic of drugs; meaninglessness, 
hopelessness, and alienation, especially but not exclusively among 
youth; and new searchings for the lost religion —mysticism, occultism, 
a new irrationalism. In the United States, all the problems that we 
share with the rest of the modern world have been greatly compli- 
cated by the unspeakable tragedy and shame of the Vietnam war. 
We are not yet in any position to reckon the final toll in demoraliza- 
tion and in decline in the quality of public life. It is easy, thus, for 
most of us to agree that new priorities are in order. In this setting— 
one that seems to many of us to rule out business as usual—what can 
psychology contribute? Is psychology relevant? 

The first answer that comes naturally to a psychologist would 
be, Of course it is. A science-profession concerned with human ex- 
perience and behavior is bound to be relevant to problems of human 
maladaptiveness and failure and to the reestablishment of adaptive 
patterns. In some sense, we surely are relevant—if we are doing our 
jobs as psychologists. If we really believe, however, that business as 
usual is not good enough, even for psychologists, doubts arise. 

In the areas of psychology that touch closely on human social 
problems, we find ourselves in disarray. In social psychology, I agree 
with Berkowitz (quoted in Smith, 1972) that our best scientists are 
floundering in the search for a viable paradigm. It is hard to tell the 
blind alleys from the salients of advance. Where, today, are the 
exciting frontiers of dissonance theory in which so much experi- 
mental ingenuity was invested? In clinical and community psy- 
chology, the Boulder consensus about training and practice and their 
relation to psychological science—the so-called scientist-professional 
model—has been shattered, but all that is clear is that we have not 
found our new directions. Social and political activists have been 
active—but it is not yet obvious that we have the goods to deliver, 
or effective ways of delivering them. The tendency toward fragmen- 
tation, as between scientists, humanists, professionals, and activists 
in our societies and departments, suggests that the foundations of 
our alliance as psychologists in a common discipline and profession 
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are shaky. We have problems ourselves, as we aspire to face the 
problems of our country and world. We are part of the problem, 
when we would like to be part of the solution. 

I have combined a rather dismal view of psychology with a 
foreboding picture of the world that we face. Yet if this were the 
entire story, I would not have the heart to tell it. There is no deny- 
ing that the risks are great, the obstacles difficult, and our resources 
modest, but a rich array of sensible agendas that are worthy of our 
committed efforts is nevertheless available to psychologists. 

In what follows, I comment selectively on roles for psychol- 
ogy in establishing and in implementing new priorities, taking note 
of familiar ways in which bread-and-butter psychology can be rele- 
vant. My major stress, however, follows the lead of George Miller 
(1969) who maintained in his presidential address to the American 
Psychological Association (APA) that our main contribution to hu- 
man welfare may lie in the psychology that we "give away" to the 
general public. I argue that we have been giving away large con- 
signments of metapsychology—of extrascientific preconceptions 
about man—and that the versions that we have displayed most 
prominently have been a dubious gift. If we can gain clarity and 
perhaps find new common ground about our metapsychological as- 
sumptions, our chance of relevance will be increased substantially. 


Establishing New Priorities 


In establishing new priorities, primarily a political task, psy- 
chologists contribute as both psychologists and citizens. Especially in 
democratic societies, but not only in democracies, new priorities, if 
they emerge, result from an interactive process. No scientific elite 
has the answers; psychology can at best aspire to contribute to them. 

As citizens, psychologists are participants in the democratic 
process, and there will be times when as citizens they will feel ob- 
liged to take a public stand. So far as organized psychology, the APA, 
is concerned, we should be cautious and sparing in our direct intru- 
sion in politics. That is not where our potential strength or our 
competence lies. Unless the kind of consensus exists that unhappily 
seems to emerge only during declared wars, to politicize our organi- 
zation is also to divide it and to decrease its potentiality for effec- 
tiveness. But if one believes, as I do, that the political stakes are very 
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high when they involve the survival and future of man, the tradi- 
tional political neutrality of the academic sanctuary can no longer be 
taken for granted. Sometimes it will have to be strenuously de- 
fended; at other times risks must be taken that admittedly jeopardize 
the accustomed academic values. 

Psychologists and other social scientists will have a distinctive 
technical contribution to the dialectic by which new priorities be- 
come established, in the development of the “social indicators" 
(Campbell and Converse, 1971) that are needed to appraise and 
highlight aspects of the quality of life. 


Implementing New Priorities 


Psychology (and that means psychologists) can contribute to 
achieving new social goals that emerge from politics in a number of 
ways: through well-grounded theory, through distinctive research 
methods, through the empiricism of applied or problem-focused re- 
search, and through professional skills of consultation and human 
service. 

Kurt Lewin’s old slogan “There is nothing so practical as a 
good theory” still applies. The trouble is that our theories of macro- 
scopic social behavior are not good enough: we are still chasing a 
paradigm. Under these circumstances, as I have urged in another 
context (Smith, 1972), any research psychologist whose inner light 
convinces him that he is on the track of basic theoretical advance 
should act on that conviction free of guilt about ignoring urgent 
social problems, though I deplore the sterility of ritualistic research 
that is guided by fetishism for the trappings of science more than by 
any inner light. It would be a shame if the present drastic shift 
in priorities for the support of research starves the basic research 
from which new theories may emerge that are practical because they 
are good. 
In developing methods for the evaluation of social programs 
—methods that can be applied more powerfully when our theory is 
good but do not essentially depend on theoretical insight—psycholo- 
gists are among those at the forefront. Campbell (1969, 1971), in 
particular, has advertised the advantages of treating reforms as ex- 
periments in an “experimenting society” and has contributed nota- 
bly toward developing the needed methods and strategies. But there 
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is a wide spectrum of approaches to evaluation research, ranging 
from the modest and informal study to the ambitious field experi- 
ment, that may be appropriate to different circumstances. 

A little evaluation can be a dangerous thing, politically as 
well as socially, as cases like the Westinghouse (1969) evaluation of 
Project Head Start illustrate all too clearly. Evaluation needs to be 
designed in the light of the political and social context in which the 
findings are to be used. Whether the approach be relatively informal 
or a full-dress field experiment, a high level of competence and in- 
tegrity is required if evaluation is to be worth doing. 

Graduate training, heavily focused on the methodology of 
laboratory experimentation and its accompanying statistics, is seri- 
ously out of date in equipping the coming generation of psycholo- 
gists for roles in evaluation and policy research. The opportunity is 
here to take up the slack in the Ph.D. market, if we gird ourselves 
for the emerging roles. 

In the ensuing years, more psychologists will surely be in- 
volved in applied, problem-focused research on such topics as popu- 
lation growth, environmental problems, aggression and hostility, and 
the emergence of ethnic pluralism. As we commit our hopes to these 
efforts, it behooves us to be modest in our expectations and claims. 
The limited success of psychological research on the large problems 
of war and peace should be cautionary. Our main contributions to 
date have been in the realm of ideas rather than of firm research 
findings: thus, Deutsch’s (1969) suggestive experimental analysis of 
threat, trust, and bargaining; Osgood’s (1962) crit concept for the 
gradual relaxation of international tensions; and R. K. White's 
(1968) stress on complementary processes of attribution as a psy- 
chological ingredient in international conflict. 

Our programmatic efforts to create an environmental psy- 
chology still involve more promise than delivery: bright ideas are in 
short supply. As for population problems, Fawcett’s (1973) roundup 
of psychological research on fertility at least demonstrates that many 
Psychologists are finally at work in this important area—a state of 
affairs to which Henry David’s apa Task Force has notably contrib- 
uted (apa, 1972). But the demographers and sociologists are wait- 
ing in the wings for us to fall on our faces, Modesty is in order as we 
try, where others have failed, to understand the motivational deter- 
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minants of fertility and to identify strategies for using this knowledge 
to limit population growth. 

When problems become politically hot—and our emerging 
social priorities generate heat—the heat itself becomes a barrier to 
relevant research. I recall the hopes that I shared with Herbert Kel- 
man that the Ibadan Conference on Social Psychology in Develop- 
ing Countries (Smith, 1968d) might address itself to researchable 
issues concerning national and tribal identity. In Nigeria, just before 
the civil war, that was too hot a problem. Only Americans and ex- 
patriate Europeans appeared at the scheduled discussions; the Afri- 
cans stayed away. The indignities to which Arthur Jensen has re- 
cently been subjected suggest that important aspects of our racial 
difficulties may be getting out of bounds for evidential inquiry. Ethi- 
cal psychologists respect the sensitivities of the people touched by 
their research, but they also wish to keep the realm of rational dis- 
course and evidential inquiry as broad as possible. When people be- 
come embattled, research as well as rationality goes by the board. 

In sum, there is no more magic to problem-focused research 
than to basic research. Ideas and creativity are essential, a favorable 
environment helps, and outcomes are uncertain. Few if any of our 
social dilemmas lend themselves to massive research attacks on the 
scale of the Manhattan Project. 

Psychologists are just beginning to give priority to acquiring 
new professional competences that are required by the new social 
priorities. In one major development, the community psychology 
movement has sought to extend psychological services beyond the 
traditional one-to-one relationship in consultation to agencies and 
institutions and in the training and supervision of new careerists 
and other front-line workers in the human services. But practice and 
training for practice lag behind the programmatic statements. 

‘Another area where new priorities require new skills is that 
of interdisciplinary and interprofessional collaboration. Our past ex- 
perience with interdisciplinary relationships has not been very good, 
but new patterns with which we have had little experience are in the 
offing. We are used to a situation in which clinical psychology com- 
peted with the other mental-health professions, especially psychiatry, 
for a common ecological niche, and, on the scientific side, in which 
psychology shared the overlapping territory of social behavior with 
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the other social sciences, with differences between disciplines often 
a matter of distinctive and thus competitive vocabularies and tradi- 
tions more than of clearly distinguishable subject matter or function- 
ally specialized approaches. In contrast, the emerging focus on social 
problems may thrust psychologists into working relationships with 
physicians other than psychiatrists (Schofield, 1969), with engi- 
neers, biologists, architects and urban planners, experts in natural 
resources, and demographers— specialists in domains that have little 
overlap with psychology but include factors that are strategic for the 
formulation and solution of contemporary problems that also have 
psychological ingredients. If psychology is to make its potential con- 
tribution to coping with these problems, psychologists will have to 
learn to work with specialists in these widely different domains, and 
even to take the initiative in establishing such interdisciplinary 
relationships. 

Competence in interdisciplinary collaboration in this new 
mode is needed if psychology is to play its potential role either in 
problem-focused research, in policy formation, or in ad hoc prob- 
lem-solving. At present, the engineers seem to be trading heavily on 
their transferable systems approach to assume the role of conductor 
of the interdisciplinary orchestra. Psychology should not leave the 
tough and interesting problems to the engineers by default. Here, 
too, there are implications for our patterns of disciplinary graduate 
training. 

There is much to do in research and in public practice, and 
in training for both, if psychology is to bring its resources to bear 
effectively on urgent priorities. Many of these efforts will be still- 
born or fruitless, but some should pay off. These efforts will not pay 
off directly in solutions to social problems: the solutions must neces- 
sarily be forged in the political arena. But psychologists are capable 
of contributing much more than at present to the processes of social 
decision and to the climate of opinion in which decisions are made. 


The Psychology We Give Away 
A substantial influence on the climate of opinion is the kind 


of psychology that we “give away” to the general public. G. Miller 
(1969) proposed that this is likely to be a more important contribu- 
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tion to human welfare than directly focused activities such as those 
just reviewed. The ideas that we give away in our teaching, our 
popular writing, and our public participation enter the common cul- 
ture and change the way in which human problems are defined and 
dealt with. In the past, we gave the public the IQ and the testing 
movement (as it seems to be turning out, an ambiguous gift: the 
“Naders” of ethnic protest are asking that it be recalled to remove 
hazardous defects). In collaboration with psychoanalysis and other 
social sciences, we have given away a causal, as distinguished from a 
punitive, approach to deviancy and problem behavior—surely a gift 
of enduring importance. We have played obligato while the Freud- 
ians bestowed the gift of attention to human irrationality. In collab- 
oration with other social sciences, we have given away a primarily 
environmentalist interpretation of ethnic differences in achievement 
and ability, which certainly played a part in undermining the racist 
beliefs that traditionally supported racist practices. Not all these gifts 
have worked out as giver and recipient might have liked, but taken 
together, they have not been trivial. 

The gifts that are most salient, however, are the positivistic 
behaviorism of B. F. Skinner (1971) and the humanistic psychology 
of the sensitivity training, growth, and encounter movement. More 
than any other recent developments in psychology, they have caught 
the public eye. These gifts are as potentially important as they are 
newsworthy, for they concern our basic assumptions about the na- 
ture of human nature. As such, they have fundamental implications 
for how everyone who shares them sets his priorities, defines his 
problems, and conducts his life. Their implications go beyond the 
agenda they set for psychological science and human service. 

It is essential to understand that the gifts that I am talking 
about proffer metapsychologies—assumptive images of man (Chein, 
1972) rather than established bodies of empirically established fact. 
Apart from their legitimate public interest, the metapsychologies 
comprised in Skinnerianism and in the humanistic psychologies 
identify the polar extremes of orientation that divide us internally as 
psychologists. As long as we psychologists define our problems from 
these antithetical standpoints, we are not likely to hear each other 
very clearly. In the form that these metapsychologies are being 
promulgated, they do not provide an adequate stance for psychology 
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as we face society's new priorities—or for mankind at large insofar 
as its self-conception is influenced by psychology. Both are dangerous 
gifts. 

Skinner’s Gift. I have only respect for Skinnerian research 
and for much of Skinnerian technology. Any scientific psychology 
will have to find a place for Skinnerian findings about the properties 
of reinforcement schedules, and the public generally must be in- 
debted to Skinner and his followers for their strategies of pro- 
grammed learning and techniques of behavior modification. My 
complaint, rather, is with the metapsychology that Skinner persists 
in giving away. Skinner’s book Beyond Freedom and Dignity (Skin- 
ner, 1971) is virtually pure metapsychology, 190 proof, and it ap- 
palls me. 

Skinner’s frontal assault on human freedom and dignity 
hinges on a residual notion of human autonomy as causing but un- 
caused. Of course, such a straw-man conception of freedom loses 
ground with each advance of deterministic (or even probabilistic) 
science. But it is not the view of freedom that is implicit in accounts 
of responsible human action, nor, as Chein (1972) has argued in 
sophisticated detail, is it required by a scientific psychology. It is as 
a rule giver, not as a working scientist, that Skinner makes his case 
against human freedom and dignity. A close reading of his book 
shows that whenever Skinner excludes feelings and intentions, be- 
liefs, cognitive processes, or inferred dispositions of whatever kind 
from a causal account of man, he is voicing a dogmatic commit- 
ment, not reasoning from evidence. This smacks of bad philosophy 
rather than good science. 

In Skinner’s best-seller, the consequences of his dogmatic 
positivism are concealed from the reader since, via the common lan- 
guage, he opens the back door to most of commonsense psychology 
and much theoretical sophistication that has no legitimate place in 
his system, under the excuse of popularization. If we take his meta- 
psychology seriously, it should exclude our taking his book seriously, 
since it is couched in the language of rational persuasive argument, 
not of proffered reinforcements. We avoid no shocks, are dealt out 
no M and Ms while reading it, but are treated with the dignity of 
rational human beings. Neither Skinner, the creative scientist and 
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persuasive author, nor the intelligent (if gullible) reader finds a 
place in Skinner's system. 

Skinner's strategies and tactics have an important place in 
the solution of human problems since reinforcement principles cover 
an important segment of the causal spectrum of human action. To 
control the behavior of corporations, those pseudopersons in the eyes 
of the law, Skinnerian principles may be especially appropriate. Cor- 
porations seem typically to be pigeon brained. Suitable legislation 
could alter the reinforcement contingencies of costs and profits to 
shape the behavior of modern industry toward acceptable environ- 
mental practices. As one moves along the scale from pigeons, to au- 
tistic or retarded children, to psychotics, to fully functioning human 
beings, however, reinforcement principles embrace a progressively 
smaller portion of what a psychologist needs to reckon with. 

The gift of Skinnerian man (and of Skinner’s Walden Two 
[1948] Utopia) is a bad one, I think, because according to thc al- 
ternative model that seems to me more defensible, what people be- 
lieve about themselves and others tends to be self-confirming. To the 
extent that we accept it, a metapsychological model with no place 
for human freedom and dignity adds warrant for manipulativeness 
and contributes to the tide of depersonalization. Human freedom is 
in fact decreased and human dignity suffers if we regard ourselves 
and others as programmed reactors, not as human actors. If we 
want to be human actors, we get bad priorities and directives from 
this metapsychology. 

Gift of Humanistic Psychology. My objections to the Skin- 
nerian metapsychology should place me squarely in the humanistic 
camp. Certainly I agree with the self-styled humanistic psychologists 
in regarding man as an actor, not a mechanism. But as I move in 
their direction, I find myself uncomfortable with my prospective 
bedfellows. 

As I see it, the humanistic psychology of Rogers, Maslow, 
and May, of Esalen and encounter groups, has made a valid con- 
tribution to the reordering of human priorities. The ready reception 
that the movement has met (see Back, 1972, for a historical and 
critical account) surely indexes a kind of vitamin lack that the afflu- 
ent strata and the young experience in American life, a slighting of 
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important human values in a technologically driven and bureau- 
cratically organized society. The new search for existential meaning, 
for interpersonal communion, and for sensory awareness and love, in 
its various meanings, has valid human grounds. Enough is dehu- 
manizing in modern life for us to welcome a movement that nudges 
the pendulum in the opposite direction. 

Yet as a movement that touches and overlaps the countercul- 
ture of hippies, drug freaks, occultists, and new mystics, the human- 
istic psychologies purvey a metapsychology that strains the coher- 
ence of psychology as a discipline and has its drawbacks as a gift to 
the public, except as a compensatory corrective. From the stand- 
point of humanistic psychology’s bearing on the priorities called for 
by the present human situation, I have two serious objections. One 
has to do with its misunderstanding of or disrespect for science, the 
other with its romantic and, I think, misleading, one-sided concep- 
tion of human nature. 

The humanists’ stress on immediate experience leads them 
to neglect the canons of evidence and of coherent conceptualization. 
Humanistic psychology is advanced as an alternative to scientific 
psychology by some of its proponents and by many of its students. 
To be sure, Maslow (1966) had a peculiar notion of Taoistic 
science tailored to include it, but in his preoccupation with the crea- 
tive impulse that scientists share with artists (legitimate as compen- 
sation for the prevailing emphasis on uptight methodology), he 
neglected the essential character of science as a generalizing, self- 
critical, self-corrective, and, therefore, on the whole, cumulative 
social enterprise (Smith, 1966b). The tough problems that man 
faces, most of them arising in the interplay of human behavior and 
science-based technology, will surely elude solution if we discard 
what we have learned about the strategies of disciplined inquiry. We 
can no more afford a psychology that is humanistic at the expense 
of being scientific than we can afford one that is “scientific” at the 
expense of being humanly irrelevant. 

The humanistic psychologists hold, and I agree, that if 
psychology claims relevance to the human situation and human ex- 
perience, it must take account of man as a responsible actor in a 
historical world substantially of his own creating. But a strong sub- 
theme shared by Maslow (1968) and Rogers (1961) that is pre- 
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dominant in the growth center and encounter movement sees man's 
essence in a largely subliminal self that is actualized as people act 
and experience spontaneously, in tune with their guiding impulses. 
In Chapter Nine, I have tried to extract ideas from Maslow’s doc- 
trines of self-actualization that can be incorporated in a potentially 
scientific psychology of selfhood. The notion that “salvation” lies 
entirely in following the dictates of what immediately feels right and 
joyful is not one of them. This romantic view of salvation has value 
as a corrective for alienation or super ego-driven puritanism. From 
the standpoint of an older humanism, however, it ignores the cul- 
tural creations of ethics and politics as necessities for human fulfill- 
ment in a world of interdependence but also of irreducible conflict. 
It fans the flames of irrationalism and encourages the tide of privat- 
ism that engulfs many of the young as they give up hope about cop- 
ing with society’s problems in the political arenas of the real world. 
The plain fact of the matter is that progress toward re- 
ordered priorities will require head as well as heart, planfulness and 
effortful problem-solving as well as spontaneity, sincerity, and open- 
ness, The here-and-now orientation of the heirs of Fritz Perls does 
release spontaneity and cut through hang-ups, but as Zimbardo’s 
(1969) work suggests, a truncated time perspective in the here and 
now releases impulsivity for either good or evil. As a teacher of 
undergraduates, I find the here and now a barrier to educability. 


Toward a Humanized Scientific Psychology 


Of course, I am suggesting the urgency of creating a hu- 
manized scientific psychology with room for emergent human free- 
dom and dignity—and of “giving it away” as fast as we create it. 
I am optimistic that such a metapsychology is within reach as a 
frame for our scientific efforts and as a set of warranted assumptions 
to guide us as we bring psychology to bear on social priorities. The 
pediatric psychiatrist Eisenberg (1972) struck the note that I am 
seeking in an address entitled “The Human Nature of Human Na- 
ture.” After a preamble in which he stated that “understanding the 
nature of man and his works has become a precondition for the 
survival of our species, as well as for the enhancement of the flower- 
ing of human individuality (p. 123),” and after discussion mainly 
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aimed against the superficial biologism of popular ethology (another 
questionable gift), Eisenberg went on to say: “Man is his own chief 
product. 'The infant who discovers that he can control the move- 
ments of his own fingers transforms himself from observer into actor. 
The child who masters reading unlocks the treasury of the world's 
heritage. The adolescent who insists upon a critical reexamination 
of conventional wisdom is making himself into an adult. And the 
adult whose concerns extend beyond family and beyond nation to 
mankind has become fully human (p. 127).” 

Such a view of man as a self-transcending actor contrasts 
with Skinner's giveaway psychology as much as it does with the neo- 
instinct theories of the popular ethologists. I think that Eisenberg's 
view of man fits the facts much better than Skinner's Procrustean 
model. Theoretical and empirical contributions, including De 
Charms (1968) on self-conceptions as origin versus pawn, Rotter 
(1966) on internal versus external locus of control, and Steiner 
(1971) on perceived freedom, suggest that people's capacities for 
self-determination—for freedom and dignity, if you will—are acces- 
sible to causal analysis. The Piagetian tradition in developmental 
psychology and the Meadian tradition in interactionist social psy- 
chology provide rich intellectual resources for the humanized view 
of man. 

The image of man that we purvey, the metapsychology that 
we give away, does make a difference. I return to Skinner for two 
examples. One concerns schooling. Skinner (1968) has highlighted 
the inefficiencies of prevailing teaching methods and has provided 
models for specifying desired behavioral outcomes and shaping the 
behavior of the trainee to achieve them. But note that I write 
trainee. Those aspects of schooling that can properly be called train- 
ing stand much to gain from a Skinnerian analysis (even though 
reinforcement theory plays little role). What, however, of the tradi- 
tional objectives of education, which remain valid though Skinner 
cannot talk articulately about them? If our hope is to educate re- 
sponsible, wise citizens and leaders who are capable of choice, of en- 
joyment of a wide range of human experience, and of the creation 
of values, then our objectives are not specific trainable behaviors but 
emergent attributes of the person. As long as we are capable of con- 
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ceiving such distinctively human goals, it is poor policy to rule them 
out by adopting an impoverished model of man. 

Skinner technocratic view of the design of cultures, which 
follows from his model, provides a second example. At the center of 
the web in Skinner's book Walden Two is the scientist-planner who 
arranges the contingencies. The rest of the life of the community is 
programmed; if wisely so, the hive will persist in contentment in- 
definitely. As in Huxley's book Brave New World, however, we un- 
reconstructed “savages” may well reject this conception of human 
felicity. In contrast, a view of man that is respectful of human 
agency would consider the collaborative initiatives of the participant 
citizen as valuable in their own right. The ideal—so imperfectly 
realized—of government of the people, by the people, and for the 
people has not yet perished from the earth. 

Skinner’s Utopia, like all Utopias, avoids the question of how 
we get from here to there. The humanized version of man in society 
that I have been advocating at least casts in sharp focus our central 
political dilemma: how can we deal adequately with the difficult, 
interconnected, long-run problems that we noted (which requires 
planning, coordination, and seemingly centralization of authority, 
even on a global scale) and at the same time enhance individual 
freedom and flexible interdependence? How can we move toward 
these difficult goals, starting from where we are in a world of au- 
tonomous nation-states with vastly unequal resources, and, in the 
United States, with an increasingly divided citizenry whose attach- 
ment to the national community has faltered? This dilemma is too 
big to be left to the politicians—or to the political scientists. 

I should add that the metapsychological model of man that 
we espouse, whether we export it or not, also determines our beliefs 
about what is ethical in our relations as psychologists with the hu- 
man “subjects” of our research—a matter about which psychologists 
are in strong and principled disagreement. The human use of hu- 
man subjects that Kelman (1968) has called for takes higher pri- 
ority if, as psychologists, we think of the human participants in our 
research as people, not as objects to be manipulated, ina relation- 
ship that may be collaborative, reciprocal, or exploitative. i 

Since the decline of traditional religion as a potent social 
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force, modern man's collective self-concept has been in trouble, to 
which psychology has contributed in a small way. The frightening 
trends that throw us into future shock compound the difficulty. We 
are in danger of losing faith in man, as we are losing faith in our 
society. At the least, we psychologists should not be giving away dehu- 
manized conceptions of man that aggravate the problem when these 
conceptions are in no way compelled by scientific data. More ambi- 
tiously, we should bend our efforts to develop a humanized science 
that is compatible with human freedom and dignity. 

The traditional, hackneyed goals of scientific psychology— 
“the prediction and control of behavior"— appear in an interesting 
new light as we consider alternative models of man in the context of 
future shock. The stock in trade of the futurologist is the projection 
of trends—prediction. We are told that we must adapt to these 
trends, to learn to love them. But human survival, we are coming 
to realize, requires us to learn to shape and control the alternatives— 
unprecedented but humanly possible. If we fail to gain control of 
them, it looks as if we may be lost. If we succeed by means of cen- 
tralized technocracy, as Skinner's model suggests, we may also be 
lost—lost as we have known ourselves in the great humanistic tradi- 
tion of history, the arts, and literature, and in the little traditions of 
ordinary human life. If we manage to educate ourselves toward the 
collaborative political solution of these problems, guided by all the 
scientific resources that we can muster focused on enhancing people's 
capacity for intelligent choice, the result could indeed be a cultural 
mutation, the step to man that the polymath John Platt (1966) has 
heralded in much the same context of concerns. 


Chapter Twelve 
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PSYCHOLOGY AND 
ETHICS 


as a psychologist who is not 
vested with the theological or the pastoral or the philosophical 
mantle to venture to talk to others about matters of ethics—rather 
than tending to the ethical problems in his own sphere of action— 
would seem to require some mixture of hubris and chutzpah. Since 
my claims as an ethical commentator are modest, I must set the 
context for my remarks so that my qualifications as a citizen-psy- 
chologist stand in for my obvious lack of special competence as a 
student of ethics. 

Perhaps I can best serve this purpose and at the same time 
expose my stance on ethical issues if I begin with some brief com- 
ments on Diana Baumrind's excellent paper in the symposium for 
which this chapter was written.” Since I put in several years of hard 


1 The sium focused especially on the code of "Ethical Prin- 
ciples in the Cidia of Research with Human Participants adopted by 
the American Psychological Association (reproduced later in this aupin). 
In the symposium Diana Baumrind gave a searching critique of the code an. 
its approach to ethical problems, objecting to ‘the pragmatic compromises 
embodied in it. The initial part of this chapter is addressed to her criticism, 


but is intelligible without the context of her remarks. 


209 


210 Humanizing Social Psychology 


intermittent work as a member of Stuart Cook's Committee on 
Ethical Standards in Psychological Research that produced, after 
numerous revisions, the American Psychological Association docu- 
ment that Ms. Baumrind has subjected to such searching criticism, 
it is only fair to say that, unless I were allowed to say a few words 
about her paper, I should find it hard to get on with the chapter. 
Throughout the work of our committee, Ms. Baumrind was our 
most articulate critic. Her paper for this symposium develops her 
critical perspective in full explicitness, and I regard it as a substan- 
tial contribution to our shared objectives of raising the level of ethi- 
cal sensitivity among psychologists and of improving the ethical level 
of common practice in psychological and other social behavioral re- 
search with human participants. 

Quite properly, Ms. Baumrind set herself a task different 
from that of the committee. As a concerned, ethical individual, she 
has worked out her own coherent ethical perspective, developed in 
her paper in explicit relationship to the well-explored alternatives of 
ethical philosophy. She has applied that perspective to current prac- 
tice in psychological research and to the Cook Committee document, 
letting the chips fall where they may. For an individual critic, this is 
the strategy of choice—the way most likely to affect our actual ethi- 
cal standards and behavior. Since I find both Ms. Baumrind's pre- 
mises and conclusions attractive (though she is surer of her ground 
than I can be of mine) I wish her well; I hope that as a result of 
her educational efforts, the next version of the APA code and com- 
mentary moves in the direction of her recommendations. 

The committee's appropriate task could not be the one that 
Ms. Baumrind assigned herself. In the human world we live in, 
ethical issues are indissolubly commingled with political and educa- 
tional ones, at least whenever the stakes are socially important. 
Divergent interests and value perspectives compete with one another 
politically; and efforts to raise one another’s sensitivity to ethical 
considerations, to promote ethical awareness and ethical action as 
we ourselves best understand it, are inherently educational. A 
heterogeneous committee responsible to the membership of the 
American Psychological Association necessarily encountered ethical 
issues in a political and educational context unlike that of a single 
concerned individual. Even if we on the committee had been able to 
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agree among one another on cthical first premises (although we 
educated one another and moved a considerable distance toward a 
consensual perspective, we could not claim that), we could not have 
imposed any singleminded view on the congeries of experimentalists 
and humanists and others that constitute American psychology—Fest- 
ingerians; Skinnerians; Rogerians; students of test scores and stress, 
creativity, conformity, cognitive coding and conservation—virtually 
all of them persons of goodwill who regard their differing versions 
of the psychological enterprise as ethically legitimate. 

The initial tack we took was empirical. We assembled, 
studied, and classified an enormous number of actual concrete in- 
stances of ethical issues, conflicts, and decisions in psychological re- 
search with human beings, collected in successive waves from ques- 
tionnaires sent to fully two-thirds of the apa membership list. We 
also interviewed a large number of psychologists who occupied spe- 
cial positions that were likely to entail an informed and considered 
perspective on ethical issues in psychological research: for instance, 
department chairmen, journal editors, members of review panels, 
and writers on research ethics—including Ms. Baumrind. We even- 
tually broadened our sights to include nonpsychologists whose per- 
spectives we expected to be relevant to our task—especially in sociol- 
ogy and philosophy. All of this was in the attempt to assure that we 
addressed ourselves to real issues and that the perspectives that we 
brought to bear on the issues engaged and reflected the ethical think- 
ing of the discipline, not just our personal principles or consciences. 

From this foundation, we attempted to codify the principles 
that were involved in ethical decisions in the array of incidents be- 
fore us. This was not an armchair job; it involved long and heated 
debates and reconsideration. Eventually we came forth with a draft 
version of principles and illustrative incidents that we published for 
Teaction by the entire APA membership and sent to a large number 
of individuals, organizations, and local groups with a special invita- 
tion for comment. The reaction was explosive: it almost convinced 
us that our task was impossible. We were attacked from both flanks. 
(The comments were often accompanied by a few polite words 
recognizing our good intentions and hard work, and commiserating 
With our obvious failure.) On the one hand were those like Ms. 
Baumrind who saw our product as a charter for Machiavellianism, 
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an excuse for unethical practice. On the other were as many who 
were sure that our proposed code would put scientific psychology 
out of business and who regarded the very publication of the draft 
document with its included incidents as an unmitigated disaster, 
perhaps even an unethical act. Still there were others who found our 
long document with its detailed, I was about to say Jesuitical, analy- 
sis simply unreadable. 

Chastened, we went back to the drawing board for a thor- 
oughgoing revision—this time better informed about the political 
and educational problems that were enmeshed with the ethical ones, 
and impressed by the /ack of ethical consensus among honorable 
persons in our discipline. We became more explicit in our realization 
that we could not be lawgivers, only sensitizers. We succeeded in 
compressing the many subprinciples of our first draft into a deca- 
logue of ten principles that phrased important ethical ideals. But, 
perforce, we eschewed the role of Moses. With important exceptions, 
we avoided the categorical “Thou shalt not . . . ”, substituting, in 
effect, the more cautious “Thou shalt worry deeply, consult with 
others sincerely, and be prepared to justify thy decision to thy peers 
and the public if . . . "—Tif considerations of scientific gain seem 
to justify a limited compromise of ethical ideals. The Talmud or 
commentary that accompanied our decalogue discussed in detail the 
same ethical issues that had been dealt with in our previous, unac- 
ceptable document, taking into account the reactions that our earlier 
version received. Perhaps because the earlier version had aroused 
such anxiety and animosity, our revision proved widely acceptable 
when distributed for reaction to the entire membership. With only 
minor changes, it was adopted in December 1972 as an official 
document of the American Psychological Association (Ad Hoc 
Committee, 1973). (The full title is “Ethical Principles in the 
Conduct of Research with Human Participants.” ) 


The decision to undertake research should rest upon a 
considered judgment by the individual psychologist about how 
best to contribute to psychological science and to human wel- 
fare. The responsible psychologist weighs alternative directions 
in which personal energies and resources might be invested. 
Having made the decision to conduct research, psychologists 
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must carry out their investigations with respect for the people 
who participate and with concern for their dignity and welfare. 
The Principles that follow make explicit the investigator's ethi- 
cal responsibilities toward participants over the course of 
research, from the initial decision to pursue a study to the 
steps necessary to protect the confidentiality of research data. 
"These Principles should be interpreted in terms of the context 
provided in the complete document offered as a supplement to 
these Principles. 

1. In planning a study the investigator has the personal 
responsibility to make a careful evaluation of its ethical accept- 
ability, taking into account these Principles for research with 
human beings. To the extent that this appraisal, weighing scien- 
tific and humane values, suggests a deviation from any Prin- 
ciple, the investigator incurs an increasingly serious obligation to 
seek ethical advice and to observe more stringent safeguards to 
protect the rights of the human research participant. 

2. Responsibility for the establishment and maintenance 
of acceptable ethical practice in research always remains with 
the individual investigator. The investigator is also responsible 
for the ethical treatment of research participants by collabora- 
tors, assistants, students, and employees, all of whom, however, 
incur parallel obligations. 

3. Ethical practice requires the investigator to inform 
the participant of all features of the research that reasonably 
might be expected to influence willingness to participate and to 
explain all other aspects of the research about which the partici- 
pant inquires. Failure to make full disclosure gives added 
emphasis to the investigator's responsibility to protect the wel- 
fare and dignity of the research participant. 

4. Openness and honesty are essential characteristics of 
the relationship between investigator and research participant. 
When the methodological requirements of a study necessitate 
concealment or deception, the investigator is required to ensure 
the participant's understanding of the reasons for this action 
and to restore the quality of the relationship with the investi- 


tor. 
P 5. Ethical research practice requires the investigator to 
respect the individual's freedom to decline to participate in 
research or to discontinue participation at any time. The obliga- 
tion to protect this freedom requires special vigilance when the 
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investigator is in a position of power over the participant. The 
decision to limit this freedom increases the investigator's respon- 
sibility to protect the participant's dignity and welfare. 

6. Ethically acceptable research begins with the estab- 
lishment of a clear and fair agreement between the investigator 
and the research participant that clarifies the responsibilities of 
each. The investigator has the obligation to honor all promises 
and commitments included in that agreement. 

7. The ethical investigator protects participants from 
physical and mental discomfort, harm, and danger. If the risk 
of such consequences exists, the investigator is required to in- 
form the participant of that fact, secure consent before proceed- 
ing, and take all possible measures to minimize distress, A re- 
search procedure may not be used if it is likely to cause serious 
and lasting harm to participants. 

8. After the data are collected, ethical practice requires 
the investigator to provide the participant with a full clarifica- 
tion of the nature of the study and to remove any misconcep- 
tions that may have arisen. Where scientific or humane values 
justify delaying or withholding information, the investigator 
acquires a special responsibility to assure that there are no 
damaging consequences for the participant. 

9. Where research procedures may result in undesirable 
consequences for the participant, the investigator has the re- 
sponsibility to detect and remove or correct these consequences, 
including, where relevant, long-term aftereffects. 

10. Information obtained about the research participants 
during the course of an investigation is confidential. When the 
possibility exists that others may obtain access to such informa- 
tion, ethical research practice requires that this possibility, to- 
gether with the plans for protecting confidentiality, be explained 
to the participants as a part of the procedure for obtaining 
informed consent. 


If a camel is a horse designed by a committee, one can 
hardly expect such a document to be purely equine, given the pro- 
cess by which it was conceived, gestated, and brought to delivery. It 
a piece and a product of political and educational process in the 
realm of practical ethics, not an instantiation of abstract ethical 
philosophy. I believe that the wide participation of psychologists in 


Psychology and Ethics 215 


its production has been an important venture in ethical education 
and that the document itself will prove helpful. But its principles 
and commentary do not solve the ethical problems of psychological 
research with human subjects; rather, they display these problems 
and put the responsibility for complex ethical decisions where it 
belongs, on the individual psychologist (who is obliged, of course, to 
take steps to counterbalance inevitable personal bias), 

As in the venture of the Cook Committee, I am concerned in 
the remainder of this chapter with practical ethics for psychology 
and psychologists—ethics that are inextricably entangled with poli- 
tics and education. I do not write from a technical philosophical 
position. The fact that in one of my roles I am an administrator as 
well as a psychologist leads me perforce to give substantial weight to 
the reality of conflict and to the necessity of compromise and accom- 
modation if desirable human ends are to be realized. I readily grant 
Ms. Baumrind's point that an ethics of consensus can hardly be ade- 
quate philosophically, but I would stress, all the same, that the ethi- 
cal consensus that does exist within a discipline or its components 
makes a big difference in how members of the discipline behave. 
"Therefore I think it important to push consensus in the direction of 
humane values. 

I share with Ms, Baumrind (but not with B. F. Skinner 
[1971]) a view of man as an actor, who at his best and in favor- 
able situations is capable to an important degree—a crucial degree 
—of making responsible decisions. Such a view seems to me required 
if talk about ethics is to make any sense at all. I have stated this 
basic assumption carefully, recognizing that responsible decision is 


their own actions and favor good ethical practice. I only amert that 
the preconceptions of these positivist ill accord with the terms of 
ethical discourse. 

I also share with Ms. Baumrind (but in this case not with 


that human beings cannot be assumed naturally disposed to always 
know their own good and to act in terms of it, and that in follow- 
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ing their own natural impulses they can quite readily do harm to 
one another. We do not live in the Garden of Eden that some hu- 
manistic psychologists, and many of the romantic young, would like 
to wish into reality. (Here I find common ground with another hu- 
manistic psychologist, May [1972].) Our biological programming 
by no means guarantees that if the plant of human potential is 
properly watered, good will come of it. So serious ethical and po- 
litical issues inhere in human action. If we are to be true to our 
never fully realized potential for ethical responsibility—or if we are 
to survive as a unique species—we must draw on the funded experi- 
ence of man's history as a conscious, self-critical being. We must 
also look ahead, as best we can, in our utterly novel situation in 
which we face ultimate limits to growth (Meadows and others, 
1972), with the closing of the global frontier and our dawning 
realization that, willy-nilly, mankind shares a common fate. 

In discussing future prospects and challenges with respect to 
psychology and ethics, I will approach the future, which is most un- 
certain, by way of the present, which we think we know. As for the 
present, I will review some ethical issues that arise in each of the 
four roles encompassing the activities of psychologists: research, 
human services, public policy, and teaching. The issues that I high- 
light are ones that I expect to be with us for at least the short-term 
future. I will then speculate about some issues for which I think we 
should be readying ourselves. 

My comments on ethical issues connected with the psycholo- 
gist’s research role are brief, since the extensive report of the Cook 
Committee is readily available. I focus rather on what might be 
seen as an emerging new commandment, formulated by Ragner 
Rommetweit (1972) in a discussion of European philosophy of the 
social sciences: Thou shalt not seek knowledge about thine Brother 
that cannot be converted into self-insight in Him. This command- 
ment sets supreme value upon the integrity of human beings as con- 
scious actors and forbids the acquisition of knowledge that can be 
used manipulatively. While the statement is extreme and Rommet- 
weit regards it as unworkable, it brings into focus an ethical con- 
cern that is widely shared. People can be treated as objects of re- 
search, in this view, only insofar as what is learned adds directly to 
their resources as subjects. (It is odd, isn't it, how the term subject 
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or $ has reversed its connotation in the current psychological litera- 
ture—so markedly that the Cook Committee replaced it with the 
term participant. From a researcher's standpoint, the human sub- 
ject is an object.) 

One can agree wholeheartedly that it is desirable for psy- 
chological science to add to people's resources for self-understand- 
ing—and even argue that one of the basic justifications of the psy- 
chological enterprise is that collectively, in the long run, it tends 
towards this end—while still regarding it as undesirable to forbid any 
inquiry that cannot have this result. As Rommetweit points out, any 
application of the principle to actual decisions about whether or not 
to undertake particular research with particular people must pre- 
suppose foreknowledge of what can be communicated to the subject 
and understood by him. Such knowledge is often unavailable, and 
one readily thinks of instances (for example, research with infants 
or young children, or with the mentally retarded, or with the 
severely disturbed) where what is learned from research cannot be 
converted to self-insight yet is surely of value to those charged with 
the subject’s nurture or care, to the subject’s benefit. The command- 
ment as stated converts a positive ideal—the enchancement of the 
other’s humanity—to a negative proscription: research that does not 
contribute directly toward achieving the ideal must not be under- 
taken. The former is acceptable, not the latter. A humane scientific 
psychology needs more complex, less restrictive ethical guidance. " 

That, in Francis Bacon's phrase, *Knowledge is power 
gives rise to ethical dilemmas even in the human sciences where 
knowledge is faulty and fragmentary. A generation disenchanted 
with power for whom science and its rationalism have lost their 
mystique finds it easy to think of placing whole areas of inquiry off 
limits. Given Man's intrinsic dependence on knowledge, that would 
be a sad mistake. We should rather focus our ethical concerns on 
the humane and respectful treatment of the rescarch participant and 
on the uses to which our psychological knowledge is put—a matter 
we next consider. 

It is in regard t 
service—in regard to psychology 
were first considered explicitly in 
of maintaining ethical practice in Ame 


o the applications of psychology to human 
as a profession— that ethical issues 
the discipline. The traditional ways 
rican clinical psychology face 
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some perplexing challenges in a day of encounter groups and nude 
marathons, of wildly democratized psychotherapeutic fads in which 
a randomly drawn undergraduate may well turn out to fancy him- 
self a Gestalt therapist. These problems may be practically trouble- 
some, but they do not raise fundamental new ethical issues. They 
speak to what is evidently a deeply felt *vitamin lack," in some 
strata of contemporary society, that must somehow be assuaged 
whether under responsible professional auspices or not. Underlying 
the confusions that this cultural malaise entails are some serious 
ethical perplexities. 

One perplexing situation arises from the crisis of confidence 
that clinical (and community) psychology shares with the other 
helping professions; the effectiveness of its kit-bag of helping tech- 
niques is questionable. Outcome research on psychotherapy is out of 
style because of its dismally unimpressive findings. To a greater ex- 
tent than we like to admit, psychotherapy is not an applied science; 
with the important partial exception of the behavior therapies, it is 
an art little connected with established scientific principles and only 
weakly supported by evidence. So is its practice ethical? In an era 
sensitized to the perspective of cost/ effectiveness, one has qualms. 

Without wishing to provide a reassuring answer too quickly, 
I do not wish to leave the matter defined wholly in terms of cost/ 
effectiveness. Human suffering, anxiety, self-doubt, estrangement, 
and guilt have always been with us. People need somewhere to turn 
for comfort, reassurance, and attentive communication; when their 
traditional recourses are unavailable or unsatisfying for whatever 
reason, new professions arise to fill the void. If the new professions 
"cure," so much the better; perhaps it may be enough that they 
care. The ethical problems of responsible and professionalized caring 
are well known to the priesthood. This function has been adopted 
from the priesthood by the mental-health professions. 

But the priestly role is a risky model for a profession that also 
regards itself as an applied science. Another aspect of the role—the 
prescriptive one—seems to put the mental-health practitioner in a 
dubious ethical position. What is the good life, and how ought Man 
to live? Once the traditional and theological answers are no longer 
taken for granted and people are left on their own to make the 
choice, they may turn for guidance to the mental-health professional 
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as a scientific guru. But science knows little more than “scientology” 
about these matters. Psychological science can develop contingent 
knowledge about the consequences and side effects of particular 
value choices or about the conditions under which particular values 
can best be realized. In uncovering covert processes such as rational- 
zation or displacement, psychology can suggest more stringent cri- 
teria of authenticity than were previously common. In tracing the 
interconnections that tie together the various facets of a syndrome 
like authoritarianism, it can enrich or complicate the context of 
choice for child-rearing and living. But psychology can only describe 
and elaborate upon human ends, not prescribe them. Psychologists 
risk becoming inauthentic themselves if they accept in the name of 
science the guru image that is so readily projected upon them. 

To view the helper's role in this way is to regard a collabora- 
tive relationship as ethically preferable to either a prescriptive or a 
manipulative one. The ideal is a coequal relationship between mutu- 
ally respecting and caring persons. But it is intrinsic to helping rela- 
tionships, be they parental or educational or therapeutic, that they 
are asymmetrical, not fully mutual. The helper is in at least some 
respects wiser or more experienced or more competent or less upset 
than the helped; that is why his help is sought. The practical ethics 
of helping requires the helper to plan and guide his part in the re- 
lationship in order to increase its mutuality, in order to enhance the 
competence of the helped to participate as an equal and make the 
choices that are right for him. Entrenched dependency is the pitfall. 
Skill in so conducting a relationship is not spontaneous; it is a disci- 
pline that must be learned. That does not mean that we need to 
condemn it as manipulative. Outright manipulation, as in the be- 
havior therapies, seems warranted, under careful safeguards, to the 
extent that the helped are beyond the reach of collaboration (as in 
the case of autistic or mentally retarded children) or to the extent 
that the client can in effect be made a collaborator in the manipula- 
tive process (as in symptom-oriented behavior modification). f 

The service contexts that I have touched on center upon in- 
dividual helping relationships, whereas the psychological profes- 
sional who serves an institution—a school system, a hospital, an 
army, a business, or a prison—faces other problems to which we 
have become sensitive. Institutions have their own purposes, which 
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may not coincide with the interests of each of their members or with 
those of other citizens. And institutions differ in their resources, their 
power to command the services of professional psychologists. When 
psychologists are available to industry and government but not to 
the poor, the situation is ethically troubling. 

Applied psychologists who work in such institutional con- 
texts must often steer their way through complex ethical shoals. We 
are aware of the opprobrium suffered by military psychology in the 
eyes of many during the Vietnam war. As individual psychologists, 
we naturally have different answers concerning the conditions under 
which it is ethical for us to participate. I see no general solution to 
the problem, but perhaps it may help to view it in a broader con- 
text. The ethical difficulties that confront applied psychology hinge 
on its embeddedness in inequity and injustice in the environing 
society. To the extent that psychologists as citizens can join effec- 
tively with their fellows in reducing inequities and correcting in- 
justice, the ethical dilemmas entailed in their participation in estab- 
lished social institutions are mitigated. Here ethics and politics 
merge, and we come to the ethical problems associated with psy- 
chology's participation in public policy. 

Currently, in the sphere of public policy, psychologists who 
are concerned with human welfare cannot help being so preoccupied 
with political frustration that ethical issues hardly come to the fore. 
As this is written in the second Nixon term, it is not a time when 
government listens to our voice as psychologists, and as citizens we 
are too few to be taken seriously as a political force. As we register 
to our dismay the drastic retrenchment in the national commitment 
to human welfare, our mood tends toward impotent rage—under- 
standable, to be sure, but not impressive either ethically or politically. 

In what we can hope is a political off-season, it is through 
our previous works, particularly the testing movement, that our in- 
fluence is most felt. Here psychologists are involved in dilemmas that 
are at once ethical, political, and technical-scientific. A technology 
that we developed in the service of equal opportunity on the basis of 
individual merit is widely seen as a bulwark of the existing social 
hierarchy, a bastion of “institutional racism" that pins self-confirm- 
ing labels on people, especially children and youth, in order to per- 
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petuate the cleavage between haves and have-nots. (See Smith, 
1969b.) 

This is not the occasion to examine the tangled issues con- 
cerning the substantial element of truth in this charge, and the dubi- 
ous alternatives that are available to the use of tests. I would like to 
suggest, however, that the testing movement in psychology has un- 
wittingly contributed to the prevalence of a unidimensional scale of 
merit that is applied to both individuals and institutions. Johnny, 
1.Q. 140, is better than Mary, IQ 115, who is better than Juan, IQ 
95. In the same vein, Harvard is better than Ohio State, which is 
better than Podunk State, which in turn is superior to Centerville 
Community College (see Jencks and Riesman, 1968). In this case, 
selectivity is the criterion. Widespread commitment to such a pre- 
emptive evaluative dimension is humanly damaging. Perversely, the 
more reliable and valid our assessment of people and of educational 
institutions, the more damaging is our assessment to the self-respect 
of those who fall short on a single scale and to respectful relations 
among people and institutions that know one another’s placement 
on it. We are preserved—to the extent that we are—by the technical 
deficiencies of our evaluative procedures. 

Psychologists would do well to be less defensive about the 
1Q, which is a practical index of real but limited value, and more 
concerned about contributing, if they can, to an evaluative perspec- 
tive that balances a wider variety of loosely linked dimensions. Who, 
except narrow academics, would seriously argue that the IQ ex- 
hausts the range of valued human qualities, talents, and virtues, or, 
for that matter, that it predicts much besides academic performance 
—except crudely? Our rapid progress toward nearly universal 
higher education that is probably loosening the previous tight link- 
age between educational attainment and subsequent occupational 
prestige (with some attendant confusion and personal disappoint- 
ment) gives us a first chance to loosen the stranglehold that the uni- 
dimensional evaluative schema has had upon us. 

As I focus on psychology’s teaching role, I am concerned not 
with the student-teacher relationship, which indeed has its ethical 


problems, but with psychological education in the broadest sense— 


with the psychology we give away to our students and to the public 
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at large, which, G. A. Miller (1969) thinks, is our most substantial 
contribution to human welfare (see also Chapter Eleven). From an 
ethical perspective, the most important aspect of the psychology we 
give away is the image of man that we convey explicitly or implic- 
itly, the assumptions about man's potentialities and limitations, and 
about his relations to the meaningful world of responsible human 
action and to the natural-science world of energy transformations 
and blind causation. The image of man that we purvey is important 
because man is a uniquely reflective creature. He has beliefs about 
himself as an individual and as a species; individually and collec- 
tively, he has knowledge about his past and expectations about his 
future. All these beliefs and expectations enter as determinants of 
human choice and human action. So it matters what Man believes 
about himself. Psychology as a vastly popular academic subject has 
much to say that bears upon man's self-perception. For a teaching 
psychologist (and in one way or another we are all teachers), a first 
step toward responsibility is to realize that most of what we have to 
say concerning our image of man is metapsychology—a matter of 
prior assumptions or stipulations that constitute the very terms of 
psychological fact—not of empirical, evidential, scientific conclu- 
sions. We need to examine the psychology that we are giving away 
from this perspective. 

B. F. Skinner's (1971) best-seller Beyond Freedom and Dig- 
nity provides a convenient target for my ethical concerns since it 
caricatures the positivist tradition that has been the mainstream of 
American behavioristic psychology. As I noted in Chapter Eleven, 
the book is virtually pure metapsychology, 190 proof, and it appalls 
me in spite of my respect for Skinner’s great scientific and techno- 
logical contributions. As I argue in Chapter Eleven, Skinner’s meta- 
psychology that denies human freedom and dignity is stipulated a 
priori, not established empirically. And it has ethical consequences. 
As Arthur Koestler put it humorously over pac (The Listener, 
February 22, 1973), “If you tell an American college undergrad- 
uate that he is nothing but an overgrown rat, obeying the same laws 
as the rat obeys in the Skinner box, he will grow into an overgrown 
rat and grow whiskers and bite your finger.” Or, more seriously, he 
may be likely to assume a manipulative rather than mutual relation- 
ship to his fellows, and he may be less likely to attempt responsible 
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ethical choice as he faces his own future and that of mankind. 
Cumulated across many undergraduates and the reading public, the 
likely effects can make an important difference. I am trying to 
counteract them! 

Of course an alternative metapsychology is possible, more in 
accord with human experience than Skinner’s and equally com- 
patible with a scientific psychology—indeed more so, since it makes 
fewer dogmatic exclusions. I have tried to sketch its outlines in 
Chapters Nine through Eleven; Chein (1972) contributes substan- 
tially to its basis. 

Having sampled some of the ethical problems that are raised 
by psychology's present roles, we can look toward the future. For the 
immediate future, the old weatherman's best prediction probably 
holds: tomorrow's weather will be like today's. As we look ahead, 
the grim question of whether there is to be any future at all arises. 
Between the Cassandra prophets of doom and our own natural ten- 
dency to bury our heads in the sand when faced with ominous un- 
certainty, it is particularly hard for us to think constructively about 
the distant future (see Smith, 1973b). 

John Platt (1971), the polymath biophysicist-futurologist, 
has helped me to get my own head straight in thinking about the 
future by breaking it down into three segments: the ballistic future 
where a modified “weatherman’s prediction" of projected trends 
holds because causal processes that are presently underway cannot 
feasibly be deflected; the conditional, if-then future in which predic- 
tions hinge intelligibly on human decisions and actions that are 
presently open to us; and the guesswork future of prophecy and of 
positive or negative Utopias, in which the chain of if-then contin- 
gencies becomes so complex that no deterministic or even probabil- 
istic prediction can sensibly be made on an evidential basis. Ob- 
viously, these three futures are not fixed segments of the calendar: 
the cuts in time are placed differently for different aspects of differ- 

ersonal lives, the three seg- 


ent issues. In the small world of our p hree s 
ments march in rapid sequence. In the larger world of public policy, 
ections of future popula- 


the time scale is necessarily broader. Proj fut 
tion growth, for example, are ballistically fixed within definable 
limits well into the twenty-first century by the present age-structure 
of the population and weatherman predictions about death rates. 
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(The relativity of Platt's distinction—its heuristic rather than sub- 
stantive status—is illustrated by the fact that a genocidal nuclear 
world war could upset the ballistic prediction. If we entertain this 
contingency, the whole future slips into the if-then category. ) 

This tripartite schematization of the future helps us to orga- 
nize our practical thinking in ways that are relevant to ethical issues. 
In the ballistic future, all we can do is adapt or adjust. Our coping, 
of course, can be more or less intelligent and effective, more or less 
attentive to the long-term context in which our options are open. 
The prophetic future is the terrain in which we can exercise our im- 
aginations with Utopian thinking, which can be useful to us so long 
as it does not lull us into carelessness or scare us into desperation and 
apathy. Psychologists could contribute much more than they do to 
the formulation of human goals were they to project more Utopias 
that incorporate their psychological assumptions and knowledge. 
That Skinner (1948) set an example for us in his book Walden Two 
is to his great credit, whatever one thinks of his model of a desirable 
future (I don't like it). 

It is the intermediate future of if-then contingency that de- 
serves our closest attention, as the segment in which present human 
decision and action can settle our fates one way or another. It is here 
that contingent knowledge, the stock-in-trade of science, can be 
brought effectively to bear. 

My complaint about much futurological speculation is that 
the projected trend lines that it is so fond of neglect the tripartite 
distinction. I am thinking of those familiar exponential curves that 
tend to end in absurdities—for instance, the entire American popu- 
lation belonging to the American Psychological Association by the 
turn of the century (that was E. G. Boring’s straight-faced extra- 
polation) or the death of the human enterprise in a chaos of 
overpopulation, pollution, and the depletion of energy resources. 
These are prophecies rather than scientific if-then predictions. If we 
understand them in the ballistic mode, we are as likely to be para- 
lyzed by them as mobilized to disconfirm them—clearly the intent 
of the more apocalyptic predictors (cf. Meadows and others, 1972) 
who see themselves as voicing a self-disconfirming prophecy on the 
model of predictions of traffic fatalities by the National Safety 
Council before each major holiday weekend. 
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One of my main complaints about the prevalent popular 
metapsychologies, positivistic and humanistic, that psychologists are 
most conspicuously giving away to the attentive public is that their 
models of man provide little place or support for man as a planner 
for this middle-range future in which our fates are decided by our 
present actions or inactions. I agree with Skinner (speaking at the 
University of Michigan, April 20, 1973) that man's fate is currently 
in the balance and that deliberate planning, using all the resources 
of science including scientific psychology, is needed if we are to avert 
catastrophe. But Skinner's positivistic metapsychology of environ- 
mental determinism—his input-output analysis with an empty 
organism (the black box)—leaves no place for the citizen-planner. 
Frazier, the benign technocrat of Walden Two, enters as a deus ex 
machina. So, for that matter, does Skinner himself; as I have noted, 
there is no place for the creative scientist in Skinner’s system. 
Skinner's official model of man, if we believe in it, deprives us of the 
freedom and dignity and ethical responsibility that we need if we 
are to shape our conditional future toward human ends. 

As for the popular versions of the humanistic psychology 
linked to the sensitivity-training and encounter-group movement 
(Back, 1972), they have been so preoccupied with reaction against 
the dehumanized rationality of positivistic science and technology 
that in the spirit of romantic escapism, they encourage people to 
neglect the real contingencies on which our future depends. Turning 
on to the here and now may be a therapeutic corrective that is use- 
ful to self-alienated victims of an unsuccessful search for meaning in 
modern life; in man’s present predicament, however, it could spell 
disaster as an enduring posture. As an alternative culture, the so- 
called counterculture with which humanistic psychology resonates 
enriches the dimensions of modern life. As a successor culture, it 


could be suicidal. 

A variety of challenges c 
attached to each, if we focus on t : 
be either menacing or promising depending upon what we decide to 
do about it. Thanks to the scientific fruit of the tree of knowledge, 
we can no longer blame our present and prospective misfortunes on 
acts of God. In most emerging problems, human behavior is the 
stumbling block. Such familiar problems, each potentially solvable in 


rowd into view, with ethical issues 
he intermediate future, which can 
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the contingent future but each an interlinked source of potential 
disaster, are the control of nuclear armaments, the world population 
crisis (especially acute in the impoverished "developing" countries), 
environmental pollution and the disruption of life-sustaining eco- 
systems, and—now coming into view—the energy crisis that re- 
sults from the American habit, formed on the reckless frontier, of 
squandering resources. Because these problems have been the subject 
of much sophisticated discussion in the public domain, I bypass 
them in favor of three others where public attention and concern is 
needed. None of these problems can be considered the private 
property of psychology, yet each has its psychological ingredients. 
Difficult ethical issues lurk near the core of all three. 

The first problem, one special to the United States and the 
industrialized countries, concerns the enormous disparities that exist 
between our sector of the world and the rest of it. From a ballistic 
perspective based on intransigent facts that can hardly be altered 
sufficiently to reverse current trends in the near future, these dis- 
parities are almost bound to increase. Do what we can, we of the 
haves are likely to face before long an overpopulated, underfed 
world of have-nots in which periodic famines rage and life dete- 
riorates Calcutta-style. We cannot conceive of raising this impover- 
ished world to anything like our present (and ever-expanding) rate 
of energy expenditure: even if an inexhaustable source of nuclear 
energy should become available, I am told that to do so might raise 
world temperatures to a level that would disrupt the supports of life 
as we know it. How are we to orient ourselves to such a world of 
poverty and extreme distress? The concept of Christian charity 
suggests an ethical solution—voluntarily beginning to reduce our 
expenditure of energy and resources, while assisting the poorer 
countries toward a level of material life equal to our own. Such a 
prospect in keeping with Christian ethics will probably seem to you 
(as it does to me) less likely than the prospect of our harden- 
ing our hearts, building a figurative Chinese Wall around our 
affluence, and attempting to brazen it out, perhaps with imperialist 
military ventures and the support of client nations. The prospect 
frightens me, as a civilization that is “saved” in such a way is surely 
lost. Our democratic freedoms would receive short shrift. Perhaps 
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in the trauma of Vietnam and its sequelae we are experiencing a 
foretaste of what may befall us if we do not prevent such an out- 
come and choose a better fate for ourselves and others. 

The basic ethical problem is one for all, not especially for 
psychology. The problem is acute for the official Catholic Church, 
given its stand on matters affecting the population issue. (See also 
Chapter Six.)For psychology, the present ethical relevance is a 
matter of priorities. Some of us can already see this potentially grim 
future looming on the horizon. The challenge, in our research, our 
teaching, and our representations with respect to public policy is to 
mobilize our commitment and our competence toward the pro- 
human alternative while there still is time. Optimists like myself by 
temperament can find some cause for taking heart in the small but 
increasing stream of psychological research on altruism (for ex- 
ample, Macaulay and Berkowitz, 1970), which has begun to 
compete with our long research preoccupation with hostility and 
aggression. Perhaps more important is the emergence of a new quasi- 
religious concern for Man's unity with Nature, in which the old 
American shibboleth “The bigger the better" is coming to be seen as 
the cultural aberration that it clearly is. Psychologists are only be- 
ginning to interest themselves in this potentially crucial change in 
our value system. 

A related problem and challenge, which will be exacerbated 
by the pressures to be expected in connection with my first problem, 
concerns what we are to do, nationally and internationally, about 
the cultural identity and interdependence of peoples in a shrinking 
world. A generation ago when the old colonialism was collapsing, 
we could be more optimistic than seems possible today. As we pres- 
ently look about us, we see a world of new and mutually hostile 
nationalisms, and a society of our own in which submerged groups 
(for example, the Indians, of whom very few white Americans had 
previously been aware as people) are clamoring, sometimes violently, 
for recognition and for equity that seems entirely beyond their grasp. 
The ethical, the political, and I should think also the aesthetic de- 
sirability of some kind of cultural pluralism seems increasingly ob- 
vious to many of us. Psychologists, fortunately no longer entirely 
white ones, are inevitably drawn into the fray. The issues become 
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entangled with the problems of IQ and test technology, touched 
upon earlier, where some psychologists act as though they have a 
vested interest in the unidimensional evaluative schema that I earlier 
deplored. 

For psychologists of whatever ethnic identity, the special 
ethical problem in this area seems to be how to maintain scientific 
and intellectual integrity and at the same time compassionate respect 
for people from other groups, in dealing with issues close to people's 
sense of identity and selfhood. There has been a good deal of under- 
standable but regrettable foolishness perpetrated on all sides. 

A third problem that strikes me as more serious than liberal 
psychologists realize, concerns authority, or law and order in the 
current debased phrasing. Hobbesian social philosophy becomes re- 
invented as Hobbesian features of disorder and violence rise to 
prominence in the contemporary social world. Psychologists on their 
part assume that they have laid the topic of authoritarianism to rest, 
when they merely have abandoned it. Little has been done with 
Erich Fromm's (1941) valuable early concept of rational authority. 
Much more than sociologists, psychologists seem intellectually and 
morally uncomfortable in this area of concern. Meanwhile, the 
steady long-term attrition of arbitrary traditional authority, be it in 
Church, State, school, or family, seems beyond question, as is the 
fact that the relative vacuum of legitimate authority that has ensued, 
together with the rapid rate of change in these matters, has left 
severe social problems in its wake. My fear is that unless we cope 
adequately with the basis of social order, drastic antidemocratic, 
antihuman solutions may be sought successfully by some and im- 
posed upon the rest of us. While I far from bemoan the passing of 
traditional authority, I think it urgent to explore viable alternative 
patterns. The challenge to psychology is to contribute ideas and evi- 
dence to this venture. Again, the issues are difficult in part because 
they are value-laden and readily become ideological. 

Perhaps you wonder why I did not put at the head of my list 
one popular topic that I have not mentioned: the control of the 
mind. The reason is that this topic does not strike me as a priority 
matter. I think a lot of poppycock has been said about it, from the 
false alarm about subliminal perception in the service of “hidden 
persuaders” (would that all advertising were subliminal!) to the 
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furor about brainwashing (a drastic process that is real enough, but 
no Pavlovian mystery) to the proposal of drugs for pacifying aggres- 
sive Presidents and the dramatic report of electrically wired bulls 
programmed to stop a charge in their tracks. Humanists have taken 
inflated newspaper speculations at face value, and are running 
scared—when they leave off pooh-poohing scientific psychology. 

As a citizen, I am concerned with the monopolistic control of 
the media by crass materialistic commercialism, and I am alarmed 
when the President appears to take lightly the traditional liberties of 
the press. I think the public is often manipulated, but the manipula- 
tion that I fear takes quite traditional forms, applied with more 
potent technical resources and perhaps with greater ruthlessness. In 
spite of the mystique encouraged by psychologists in the advertising 
industry, I do not think that psychology possesses much special 
knowledge that is readily converted into this kind of power. No 
psychologists were called upon to assist in Watergate. 

We know enough about the incredible complexity of the 
electrochemical processes and related neural structures that some- 
how underlie human experience and action to make the wise guess 
that in the foreseeable future our advances in understanding this 
complexity will be gains in understanding in principle rather than 
in full actuality. I am not afraid, short of the remote future of posi- 
tive or negative Utopias, that memories or compulsions will be im- 
planted in us by wiring us up or feeding us RNA. Neither am I 
afraid that Skinner's strategies and tactics of behavior modification 
will be used to shape our actions according to somebody else's plea- 
sure. In the limited but important spheres in which Skinner's strate- 
gies have been effective, I attribute their success as much to the 
general commonsense and psychological acumen of the applied Skin- 
nerians as to the power of Skinnerian theory. My concern with 
Skinner is with the bemusing effect that his speculative metapsy- 
chology may have on us, not with the insidious power of his scientific 
theory and techniques. 

Psychology that takes ethics seriously has a fundamental 
challenge to contribute in understanding and in professional prac- 
tice to the development of people who, in interdependence, are 
capable of taking charge of their lives and shaping their future in 
accordance with emerging requirements of human nature. In this con- 
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tinuing interactive and dialectical process, human nature itself will 
be modified, as will the human situation. Short of disaster, there is 
no visible end to this process—no equivalent to the Marxist’s class- 
less society or to the traditional Catholic eschatology as a static goal. 
But I would not wish an end to history. I prefer the continually ad- 
vancing contingent future that can be shaped by human action to 
Utopia or the Heavenly City. 

I conclude this chapter on what should be the concern of 
the ethical psychologist by referring again to John Platt. After re- 
viewing what he regarded as the extraordinary unprecedented 
threats that mankind faces, which also represent opportunities if 
man can overcome them, Platt (1966) suggests, in a grand image, 
that if we somehow surmount the crises that lie before us, our hu- 
man nature will be qualitatively transformed, just as our primate 
forebears became protopeople through tool-using and speech and 
our savage ancestors were transformed to peasants and city dwellers 
by the invention of agriculture. Platt spoke of this hoped-for trans- 
formation as the step to man, the title of his book. Platt is not a 
psychologist, and he left the nature of the transformation that he 
heralded a mystery. For a psychology that is both humanistic and 
scientific, I can think of no greater challenge than to contribute to 
understanding and bringing about this step. Our future depends 
upon it. 


Chapter Thirteen 


TOWARD 


HUMANIZING SOCIAL 
PSYCHOLOGY 


I am a social psychologist and 
have so regarded myself since long before I had any clear idea of 
what the field was really about. (My first secure sense of the shape 
of the field came only after I had been teaching it for a couple of 
years: the conventional course of lectures may be a deplorable mode 
of instructing the student, but it is an excellent way of educating the 
instructor!) But as a sample of one, I have been deviant, not at all 
typical of the field as it has developed over the past two decades. 

In an era when laboratory experimentation was the main 
order of the day, I did none except as a student. My research has 
mainly involved interviewing and survey analysis, and even so, I 
cannot regard myself as primarily a research psychologist. I have 
taught undergraduate and graduate students for fully a quarter- 
century at Harvard, Vassar, N.Y.U., Berkeley, Chicago, and now 
the University of California at Santa Cruz, for some students a 
good teacher but I have never regarded myself as particularly skill- 
ful. I have been an editor of psychological journals, I have been an 
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academic administrator as a department chairman at Vassar and 
Chicago, as a research institute director at Berkeley, and now at 
Santa Cruz as what would elsewhere be called a dean of social 
sciences—but throughout I seem to have retained much of the am- 
bivalence toward administrative roles that is instilled by the research- 
oriented values of graduate education. I have invested a good deal 
of time in the affairs of the American Psychological Association and 
in participation in government advisory committees. I have main- 
tained close intellectual relations with colleagues in clinical and de- 
velopmental psychology and in the mental-health professions with- 
out ever being a mental-health professional, while, outside of 
psychology, I have also at one time or another been in good com- 
munication with political scientists, sociologists, and, to a lesser ex- 
tent, anthropologists. All these activities, most of which are unrepre- 
sented in what follows, are part of my identity as a psychologist. 

And, with increasing clarity, I have struggled to make sense 
of an emerging three-way commitment: to a psychology that seeks 
to come to grips with human experience (and is in that sense hu- 
manistic), to a psychology that broadly abides by the rules of the 
game of science as a public, self-critical, and therefore cumulative 
social enterprise, and to a psychology that bears helpfully on urgent 
social problems. These commitments have made me a generalist— 
at a time when specialization has been the trend. The things I have 
done that have pleased me most, in writing and teaching and con- 
sultation, have been efforts at conceptualizing, cutting across estab- 
lished boundaries, rather than the direct products of my research. 
To an extent greater than I sometimes like to admit, I have been an 
“armchair psychologist.” If there is an Establishment in psychology 
and the social sciences, I am surely a member, but—I hope—some- 
thing of a maverick. Since this disorderly and atypical career seems 
to have made more sense, after all, than I should have had any rea- 
son to expect, it may be useful to myself and to others to probe 
lightly into some of the circumstances behind the pattern of my 
commitments. My path was certainly not guided by much foresight 
and rational decision. 

I came from an academic family with virtually no contacts 
in the business world, and when I began college at Reed in 1935, I 
took it for granted that I would go on to some professional or grad- 
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uate school. Through my father, an English professor and dean at a 
then inconspicuous western state university, I knew more about 
Ph.D. training than about the launching of any other career. Fol- 
lowing childhood interests in natural history—especially insects and 
fossils—I first saw myself as a biologist; brilliant teaching that I en- 
countered in my freshman year lured me to history. But it was the 
professor, not the field that had attracted me, as I learned when as 
a sophomore I had to endure mediocre teaching in the subject. By 
then, I had begun to become seriously interested in psychology, for 
a tangle of reasons that I imagine is not uncommon. 

There was a great teacher: William “Monty” Griffith, a 
huge, brilliant Rabelaisian figure of a man who, as I learned later, 
regarded himself as a failure because he could never bring himself 
to complete his doctoral dissertation but who was then very much 
a success in making psychology real and interesting to bright stu- 
dents. There was delayed adolescent confusion (I was two years 
young for my class), in which late bull sessions with friends, deep- 
ening involvement in student radicalism (Depression-style) , and the 
fascination of Portland’s small Bohemia for a very proper and so- 
cially timid small-town boy came to compete all too effectively with 
the automatic role of good student that I had previously played so 
successfully. (There was guilt and anxiety, too, about classes missed, 
work undone, and the resulting scholastic tailspin.) And there was 
a girl, a senior psychology major, my devotion to whom carried over 
to her field. 

I could claim with some validity that psychology represented 
an ideal synthesis between the thesis of biology as my initial under- 
graduate interest and the antithesis of humanistic history and my 
family background, but I was mainly drawn to psychology because 
of preoccupation with my own inner problems. By then I was en- 
rolled in premedical courses with a predictable goal of psychiatry in 
mind—but the academic collapse that cost me credit for half my 
junior year ruled out that possibility. In a mixture of shame at my 
failures, wry satisfaction at having salvaged something from what 
threatened utter disaster, and misgivings about the future, I trans- 
ferred provisionally to Stanford the following summer. Yet I have 
always been grateful to Reed for letting me discover myself, however 

i ime i ot yet possible to read about Erik 
painfully. At that time it was not yet p 
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Erikson's "identity crisis" that he added to the common vocabulary. 
Reed with its intensely intellectual nonconformity and its potent self- 
sustaining culture shared by students and faculty provided a high- 
risk, high-gain educational setting in which identity crises were pro- 
voked and new identities forged. For me, it was a kind of salvation, 
but of course I think so because the “I” that looks back was essen- 
tially formed there. 

Stanford was a success, capturing me irrevocably for psychol- 
ogy, and I stayed on a second year for a master's degree, working 
with E. R. Hilgard on Kurt Lewin's new topic of “level of aspira- 
tion." (I also did a study of human learning with him: Hilgard and 
Smith, 1942. From Hilgard, then young and newly from Yale, I 
learned valuable lessons about digging for the psychology in a prob- 
lem, as he liked to put it: getting behind the trappings of method 
and stylish topic to underlying questions that are psychologically 
interesting. An acute nose for psychological problems, as Hilgard has 
always had, is what differentiates good psychology from ritual busy- 
work, of which there is too much.) My interests in psychology, as 
I remember them, were not yet focused, but they turned toward a 
personality-social-clinical direction and both my gradually relaxing 
Marxism and my perennially hypersensitive social conscience in- 
clined me to social psychology. For further doctoral training the ex- 
cellent choice between Harvard and Yale was opened to me. 

One of my Stanford mentors, C. P. Stone, with whom I had 
published a minor rat study (Stone and Smith, 1941), urged Har- 
vard; another, Lewis Terman of the Stanford-Binet—the grand 
old man of the department—urged Yale, and my reading with Hil- 
gard in Clark Hull's early system-building in behavior theory might 
well have tipped the balance that way. But I still possessed no real 
basis for intelligent choice, and, as I remember it, I made the de- 
cision for Harvard on the flimsiest and most nonrational of grounds 
—a girl who was going from Stanford to Radcliffe. Also my father’s 
Harvard Ph.D, probably had more to do with my choice than I then 
liked to admit. 

Only later did I realize how decisive the choice had been. 
The pre-war Harvard department was a collection of nonconsensual 
prima donnas: Gordon Allport, Henry Murray, and E. G. Boring, 
among those who became particularly important to me. Yale in con- 
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trast was the base for a vigorous consensual research group domi- 
nated by Clark Hull and his neobehavioristic learning theory. Had 
I gone to Yale, I would surely have been assimilated to the “Yale 
school” and launched upon a clear trajectory of research agenda. At 
Harvard, graduate students were exposed rather to a remarkably 
stimulating cafeteria of choice. Like Reed, my experience was high- 
risk, high-gain, as I look back on it. For many, the experience was 
disorienting. Fortunately, I came out more my own man. 

Two major things happened on my route to psychology dur- 
ing my year and a quarter at Harvard, before I was drafted into 
the Army right after Pearl Harbor. The main focus of the first year 
was a horrendously demanding intensive-extensive “proseminar” 
chaired by Boring, the great historian of psychology, and involving 
several other faculty in their specialties. When this seminar had been 
capped off by the fearsome preliminary examinations for doctoral 
candidacy, I surely knew more book-and-journal psychology than I 
have ever since. My psychology was crammed in every which way, 
and I had to rely upon a cooperative unconscious to organize and 
digest the jumbled facts and theories—something that has always 
worked for me, though I gather it is generally not well-advised 
practice. Students today whose graduate training makes less heroic 
demands on them are missing something. $ 

The second major happening was my first encounter with 
two memorably contrasting representatives of personalistic psychol- 
ogy, in the charismatic figures of Gordon Allport and Harry Murray. 
(Saul Rosenzweig (1970), whose Harvard years were somewhat 
earlier, has felicitously matched Murray, Allport, and Boring with 
the id, the ego, and the superego in Freudian psychoanalysis: the 
fit is uncanny.) At the Psychological Clinic, an old yellow clapboard 
building, where I had a cubbyhole and an intellectual-social home, 
Murray made the study of human fantasy seem a royal road to the 
understanding of hardly formulated human depths, and made us— 
students and junior colleagues—feel like bold explorers. Up in the 
chaster environment of Emerson Hall, Allport expounded on the 
unique individual and fended off as best he could the hostile forces 
of psychoanalysis (at the clinic) and of behaviorism and positivism 
(elsewhere in America). He taught us how to formulate and write 
life histories, and (in this, joining with Murray) involved us in try- 
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ing to apply the slim resources of our psychology to the real-life 
problems of civilian morale in the tense period when a neutral 
America watched the ominous war in Europe. (Our seminar papers 
were supposedly circulated in Washington, and this impressed us.) 
Allport emanated an atmosphere of "high seriousness," of social and 
ethical concern. 

In the fall of 1941 I sought to delay being drafted by joining 
the psychoanalyst Walter Langer in work on the psychological an- 
alysis of various countries for his brother William Langer, then head 
of the Office of the Coordinator of Information, the predecessor of 
the Office of Strategic Services (oss). I shudder to think of the cal- 
low hypotheses I promulgated about the character structure of the 
Finns and the Portuguese in this primitive attempt at culture and 
personality study from secondary sources in English. The gains were 
a U.S. Civil Service appointment form as junior psychoanalyst 
(which I still treasure as a souvenir) and remaining at Harvard in 
a time of high intensity, when refugees from Hitler's Europe—espe- 
cially Frederick and Gertrud Wyatt who became my life-long friends 
— were bringing a complex and fascinating cosmopolitanism to an 
already heady atmosphere. 

Six graduate students, including Silvan Tomkins, Robert 
Holt, John Harding, and myself, rented a slum house near Harvard 
for $5 a month apiece, where by our parties we probably hastened 
the breakup of the Psychology Department whose tensions we sought 
to dispell. But Pearl Harbor came, and I was drafted immediately 
after—the first in the department to leave for the war. Characteris- 
tically, I was afraid after my warm and enthusiastic send-off that I 
might be rejected and have to slink back. 

As a reluctant draftee in a war in which virtually all of my 
generation believed, my first experience was unacademic but psy- 
chologically invaluable: immersal in the tough and colorful culture 
of young working-class Americans, mainly Texans. A good contrast 
from Harvard and from my whole previous life! Later on as an en- 
listed man and as an officer, I took a turn at several aspects of per- 
sonnel psychology (which I never felt tempted to make my profes- 
sional specialization) ; finally I joined the Chicago sociologist Samuel 
Stouffer’s research branch of the Army’s Information and Educa- 
tion Division, working first with the psychologist Carl Hovland on 
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experimental studies of the impact of orientation films on soldier 
attitudes, and then on sample surveys of various aspects of soldier 
morale, attitudes, and motivation—in the United States, in the 
Mediterranean theater, and at the very end of the war, in the 
Pacific. The assignments entailed a lot of responsibility; the work 
was exciting and important. We were doing "relevant" research on 
topics such as the Awor and desertion problem among the veteran 
troops on the Italian front, psychoneurotic breakdown in combat, 
officer-enlistee and Negro-white relations in the Army, and the ve- 
nereal-disease problem among troops in Italy and in the Philippines. 
When after four years I got out of the Army as expeditiously as I 
could, I was really a psychologist, not just a student of psychology. 

My fate in the Army had fortunately involved me with three 
major strands in the making of social psychology as it emerged vig- 
orously in the post-war years. One major strand, survey research and 
analysis as heavily influenced by Stouffer's group, has been a pri- 
mary source of data for public-opinion research and descriptive 
social psychology, especially as practiced by sociologists. And the ex- 
perimental study of persuasive communication and attitude change 
—another major strand carried forward in the 1950s in a highly 
productive program at Yale led by Carl Hovland—was a direct out- 
growth of the experimental Army studies in which I had served a 
brief apprenticeship. I add Hovland to my list of great teachers for 
his uncommon gifts in Socratic questioning, which brought clarity 
out of obscurity in the design and interpretation of research, but he 
did not succeed in making me an experimentalist. I returned to go 
to Harvard, not to Yale. 

The third major strand was symbolic interactionist sociology 
as represented by Arnold Rose, later an eminent sociologist but then 
incongruously an enlisted man teamed up with me, an officer, in 
North Africa and Italy. From our running dyadic seminar for more 
than a year, with the kind of close association that a joint overseas 
assignment can develop, I “internalized” much of the Chicago tra- 
dition of social psychology as a specialty of sociology, not psychology. 
I also was reeducated in the social psychology of prejudice and race 
relations, vicariously benefitting from Arnold's just completed ex- 
perience as junior collaborator in Myrdal’s classic study of the Negro 
in America (1944). His prickly sensitivity to unjust status differ- 
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ences, which I felt uncomfortably on many occasions, very likely 
saved me from overidentifying with my officer role. 

When I was finally released from the Army at the end of 
1945, I was filled with a sense of urgency to disclose the “real” 
story that our inquiries and my privileged vantage points made me 
want to tell: my old romantic radicalism was still there. I had the 
idea of writing a popular muckraking book that would draw upon 
our Army data, and, after getting my Ph.D. degree, of going into 
applied sociopsychological research, maybe under the auspices of a 
labor union. The point of decision, when I had to decide whether or 
not I was selling out, occurred very shortly when Stouffer invited me 
to join with several other former members of the research branch, 
civilian and military, in the reanalysis and write-up of the vast data 
from our studies for the Army—an undertaking that eventually led 
to the publication of the books entitled The American Soldier (Stouf- 
fer and others, 1949). This was a realistic opportunity and challenge 
that made more sense to me than embarking on journalistic crusad- 
ing, for which I had no preparation or models. 

My chapters in T'he American Soldier composed my first 
major piece of published work. I analyzed the pertinent survey data 
and wrote about the motivations that sustained troops in ground 
combat, about the special situation and the attitudes of soldiers as- 
signed to the “rear echelon,” and about the predicament of green 
replacement troops assigned to veteran combat units. This was good 
practice in the older style of survey analysis, using the m counter- 
sorter with decks of the already efficient punch cards of coded data. 
I still like the direct contact with emerging findings and the flexibil- 
ity of analytic tactics with the counter-sorter better than the distance 
imposed by the efficiently programmed analyses that are required 
by modern electronic computers. (I pay tribute to Stouffer's mastery 
of this research style in my biography of him in the International 
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (19681). 

Later on, I experienced a mixture of pride and chagrin when 
Merton and Kitt (1950) reinterpreted my analysis of the replace- 
ment data in their classic paper setting forth a generalized theory of 
"reference groups," groups to which one refers comparatively in ap- 
praising one's own situation. I had presented and discussed some 
provocative comparisons, drawn from surveys of divisions that were 
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waiting in England for the invasion of Normandy: combat veteran 
infantrymen in veteran divisions that had seen various amounts of 
previous action in the Mediterranean theater versus green replace- 
ments in the same veteran divisions versus infantrymen in com- 
pletely inexperienced divisions. In their willingness for combat, for 
cxample, the replacements stood squarely between the veterans and 
the inexperienced troops (the veterans being by far the most un- 
willing) ; in their attitudes toward their noncommissioned officers 
replacements were by far the most favorable; while in their confi- 
dence in their own ability as combat leaders they were the lowest. 
I had offered a commonsense interpretation of this mixed pattern of 
morale indicators. In some respects, the replacements partially took 
over the attitudes of the veterans around them (thus their inter- 
mediate willingness for combat). But they also reacted to the fact 
that their new outfit and its members had the prestige of combat ex- 
perience (thus, their more favorable attitudes toward their noncoms, 
and also their pride in their companies). Yet in comparison, the 
replacements naturally felt ill equipped to take the lead in combat. 
Well and good, but I later envied the imagination of Merton and 
Kitt who were able to cast these ad hoc interpretations into the co- 
herent, generalized framework of reference-group theory, as follow- 
ing from the fact that veterans were a. positive reference group for 
the replacement soldiers in the veteran divisions. The general ac- 
count is elegant and simpler. 

Back, then, to Harvard, where I had only the dissertation to 
finish to attain the Ph.D. that I still coveted. I opted to take my de- 
gree in the new Department of Social Relations, a pioneering inter- 
disciplinary venture joining social and clinical psychology with 
sociology and cultural anthropology, rather than in psychology from 
the now residual department. During the summer of 1946 when I 
was winding up my writing for The American Soldier, Y was also 
working with Jerome Bruner and Robert White whom I had known 
as junior faculty in the pre-war department. We were planning a 
research project on the personal dynamics of public opinion that 
was being generated in the new Laboratory of Social Relations at 
Harvard, which Stouffer was shortly to join as director. I returned 
to Harvard in the fall, technically still a graduate student but also 
project director of our joint study at the clinic. Being the director 
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helped a lot: at that point the petty indignities of the unadulterated 
graduate-student role would have been hard to take. 

The study on which I embarked with Bruner and White was 
the investigation of personal determinants of attitudes toward Rus- 
sia that, some years later, resulted in our book entitled Opinions and 
Personality (1956). (Conflicted delay in getting things written up 
has always been one of my problems.) Bruner at that time was still 
primarily identified with social psychology and public-opinion re- 
search; he was just at the point of initiating his studies of personal 
factors in perception that formed the bridge to his later brilliant 
career in cognitive research and developmental psychology. White 
was a careful and original psychologist of personality in the broadly 
psychoanalytic tradition, who combined many of Murray's interests 
with something of Allport’s disciplined and well-controlled style. 
This set of commitments naturally inclined him to the reformulation 
of Freudian ego psychology, as in his subsequent work on compe- 
tence (White, 1959), which influenced my thinking profoundly. 

Our study had two major components. At the clinic, a large 
group of investigators studied the personalities and the opinions of 
Russia of ten adult men, in repeated sessions over several months 
that included intensive interviews, projective tests, and tests of cog- 
nitive abilities. The senior members of the investigating group met 
as a diagnostic council to arrive judgmentally at a formulation of 
each case. They followed research traditions established at the clinic 
by Murray in his classic book Explorations in Personality (1938), 
which I had read at Stanford, and which had added to the appeal 
of Harvard to me. Each member of the council was responsible for 
administering at least one procedure and for formulating at least 
one case. Among the subjects of our study, my special responsibilities 
were the Communist “Hilary Sullivan” (Smith, Bruner, and White, 
1956, pp. 154-188) and the accountant “Clarence Clark” (pp. 
203-210). Significantly in terms of my persisting later interests, I 
selected for my part of the data collection a two-hour semistructured 
recorded interview on personal values and religious sentiments. Ac- 
cording to our plan, the intensive clinic study was to provide us with 
the kind of rich qualitative data about people’s opinions in the full 
context of their personalities that would enable us to refine and 
elaborate our understanding of the kinds of relationships obtained 
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between opinions and personality. (We understood that the qualita- 
tive study of ten cases could not provide solid evidence to test par- 
ticular hypotheses.) 

'The second major component of the study, an interview 
survey of a representative sample of adults conducted in Spring- 
field, Massachusetts, provided quantitative evidence for some of the 
relationships that we thought we discerned in the earlier phases of 
the clinical investigation. I analyzed these data for my doctoral dis- 
sertation (1947a, 1947b). 

It was the intensive, qualitative study that most fascinated 
me. I discovered that an interviewer who listens intently can learn 
a great deal about matters that are important in people's lives—by 
asking them as well as reading between the lines—and that what 
one learns in such a direct, essentially collaborative relationship may 
be even more important, or at least more relevant to understanding 
what the other person thinks and does, than the beguiling results of 
inferences from projective techniques and fantasy characteristic of 
depth psychology. I also learned that the psychopathologically 
slanted Freudian account of defense mechanisms gives an impover- 
ished and distorted picture of the versatile adaptive strategies that 
“normal” people use in coping with their life situations. 

Before the book Opinions and Personality took final form, 
the three of us had many discussions in which we progressively re- 
formulated the natural history of opinioning in order to arrive at 
our final data. We discerned among the ten men whom we had 
come to know so well three basic modes in which their opinions bore 
on their processes of adaptation: object appraisal, in which the 
opinion or attitude reflects a sizing up of the relevance of its object 
for the person's values, interests, and concerns; social adjustment (I 
would now—see Chapter Three—prefer to speak of mediation of 
self-other relations), in which holding or expressing an opinion pro- 
motes a desired relationship with other people or a desired identity; 
and externalization and ego defense, in which the person’s opinions 
serve as a kind of projection screen for the expression or working out 
of one or another of his unacknowledged inner problems. The same 
pie could have been cut along somewhat different lines, as it has 
been by other theorists (for example, Katz and Stotland, 1959), but 
I think our clinical, qualitative study established quite definitively 
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that theories are simplistic and inadequate if they try to reduce the 
psychological basis of opinions to some single process, such as pro- 
jection or displacement. Our theory also provides an explicit place 
(in object appraisal) for the kind of rational processes that seem 
essential for human dignity but had been too much ignored by 
clinical and social psychologists—a theme to which I returned much 
later (see Chapter Three). 

If I had become a psychologist by the time I left the Army, 
I was duly anointed when I gained the doctorate in the fall of 1947, 
after writing my thesis in six harried weeks (also the first six weeks 
of my marriage: my wife suffered cooperatively!) in preparation for 
my initial academic job on the Harvard faculty. I have written in 
some detail about my becoming a psychologist because these steps 
should have particular meaning for students of psychology. 'The 
career vicissitudes that followed are of less interest here, and I will 
therefore touch on only a few salient turning points as I review the 
development of my thinking and activities as a psychologist. 

One turning point came early. As a new assistant professor 
in the Harvard Department of Social Relations, I thrived on the 
interdisciplinary atmosphere and on my new responsibilities in 
teaching; I was also in charge of the tutorial system and honors pro- 
gram, But I found myself increasingly paralyzed by sensed pressures 
to get on with significant independent research. I was reacting most 
unconstructively to the competitive atmosphere of the department. 
Hoping that I would find therapeutic help as well as useful training, 
I embarked with Dr. Helen Tartakoff in a personal psychoanalysis 
as a research candidate at the Boston Psychoanalytic Institute. (I 
was able to use the G.I. Bill.) But a year of analysis left me even 
closer to sheer panic. When the opportunity arose, I fled to an ex- 
cellent teaching and administrative position at Vassar. 

In retrospect, I have never regretted doing so. I do not be- 
lieve that, had I stayed with my analysis, I could have worked 
through the special reasons for my hang-up at Harvard in time to 
deal with the very real problems it created. At that juncture, flight 
on relatively good terms was the best thing I could do. I often think 
back on this experience as I see young untenured faculty reacting in 
equally nonconstructive ways to the pressures of appraisal and *pub- 
lish or perish." I also gained substantially from my very incom- 
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plete exposure to psychoanalysis, although I did not stay with it long 
enough for it to help me solve my problems. I learned experientially 
something of what psychoanalysis is about—which has given me a 
sense of perspective in my occasional reading in the psychoanalytic 
literature. I also learned a good deal about myself, posing issues for 
an informal self-analytic agenda that I have practiced from time to 
time ever since as they have taken new forms in my changing life 
situation. 

I became well acquainted with the ghosts of my childhood 
relations with my parents, who now appeared to me loving but in 
essential respects very inadequate and conflicted people who held in- 
ordinately high and narrow aspirations for me. In knowing and 
living with myself I prefer to recognize these ghosts even if I cannot 
exorcise them. I saw clearly how some of my still recurring problems 
in my psychologist work-role—sometimes paralyzing self-doubt and 
guilt that have blocked me from research and writing in ways remi- 
niscent of my debacle at Reed—also had roots in my vulnerable past 
as a fat, unathletic boy two years younger than my classmates—an 
inadequate player of the male role all the way through adolescence. 
Perhaps most important, I painfully discovered the great gulf be- 
tween intellectualized “insight” and real personality change, the ab- 
sence of any magic, black or white, in psychotherapy. (But I con- 
tinue to value insight for its own sake—being who I am, I could not 
do otherwise.) 

‘Another formative experience, after three years at Vassar, 
was four years on the staff of the Social Science Research Council in 
New York, ending in 1956. In staffing several research planning 
committees of the council that dealt with matters as diverse as cross- 
cultural research on socialization and the problems of foreign stu- 
dents, I performed an honorable but largely unsung role of midwife 
to other people’s research ideas—and learned how to write creative 
minutes, a knack that has since served me in good stead. I was also 
cultivating the interdisciplinary perspectives sown in my associations 
in the Army and in the Harvard Department of Social Relations. 
Of course, I ran the risk of losing my standing and identity as a psy- 
chologist, as I very likely would have had I not at the same time 
been serving as editor of a major journal in personality and social 
psychology—another midwife role, but one more honored. 
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Because I was still young, and felt younger and short of self- 
confidence, I was more tolerant then than I could be now of the 
careful and meticulous busywork that predominated in my journal 
as in most others. While I favored substantial reports, I was neces- 
sarily chary about imposing my own private standards on the jour- 
nal over which I held temporary stewardship. As an editor for the 
American Psychological Association, I was perforce partly a bureau- 
cratic functionary. The kind of personal editorial leadership exer- 
cised by Gordon Allport in an earlier era of the same journal was no 
longer possible, or so it seemed to me, and that was a loss. 

Meanwhile, my family was growing, and the children (three 
boys and a girl engendered before my wife and I became aware of 
the population crisis) became for me, an only child, a crucial part 
of my education as a psychologist—though a part that I felt strongly 
should be kept human rather than scientific. While I was still teach- 
ing at Harvard, I remember encountering Gordon Allport on the 
steps of Emerson Hall with the exultant news of the birth of our 
first son, and my dismayed exasperation at his benediction, “Marvel- 
ous, Brewster. Every psychologist should have a child and a dog.” 
In fact, my wife and I bought a Siamese cat to “raise by the book,” 
as an only half-facetious strategy for working out what we feared 
might be our propensity for raising our child by a book. (We de- 
veloped a very neurotic cat, and found it the highest praise when 
friends said that the young Smiths did not act like psychologists’ 
children.) Spock was useful, all the same, mainly for his reassur- 
ances and medical advice. Mostly we felt that our child-rearing 
techniques were heavily determined by who we were, what was pos- 
sible for us. If we did not apply much psychology in raising our chil- 
dren, I could still learn from them much that books and journals 
can never provide, and from self-discovery in the new role of grown- 
up that children impose upon their parents. A whole set of assump- 
tions about language learning was ruled out for me by our first 
child's first word—when at maybe eighteen months he pointed up, 
sharing delight, to say “Moon!” 

In 1955 circumstances cast me as an officer of the Joint 
Commission on Mental Illness and Health, a venture established by 
act of Congress that, in spite of being enmired in the baroque inter- 
professional politics of medicine, psychiatry, and psychology, even- 
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tually produced an important report (Joint Commission, 1961) that 
helped shift the emphasis from the grim state hospital to commu- 
nity-based approaches in the treatment of severe psychological dis- 
turbance. In working with task forces and committees of the Joint 
Commission, I discovered that my perspectives and sense of strategy 
as a social psychologist were useful and sometimes influential. I also 
began to get the hang of the difficult and complex interrelations be- 
tween scientific information, professional expertise, and the political 
maneuver and accommodation that are involved in any attempt by 
psychologists or allied scientists and professionals to influence public 
policy. This is a matter with which I have since become increasingly 
concerned as I have learned that translating knowledge into social 
policy is inherently a matter of politics, with the most frustrating 
difficulties lying more often on the political side rather than in lack 
of knowledge. 

Involvement with the Joint Commission confirmed my inter- 
est in the theoretical, pragmatic, and value-related issues caught up 
in the slogan-term “mental health,” which had already been stimu- 
lated by Marie Jahoda (1950), my friend and associate at New 
York University where I held an academic position in psychology 
from 1956 to 1959. She was a psychoanalytically oriented social psy- 
chologist somewhat senior to me, and her interests and social values 
appealed to me as much like my own. Bad mental health is readily 
identified in insanity or psychosis (though whether it is helpfully 
regarded as a disease in the conventional medical sense is quite 
another matter.) But what do we mean by positive mental health? 
I participated in Jahoda’s attempt to deal with this problem for 
the Joint Commission by chairing a seminar of thoughtful human- 
ists, psychoanalysts, and psychologists who discussed early drafts of 
her report (Jahoda, 1958). 

Under this stimulation, my own thinking underwent various 
changes, coming to a temporary equilibrium with the view, ex- 
pressed in a paper (1961) that has often been reprinted, that men- 
tal health is not a scientific concept but rather a chapter heading 
for whatever evaluative perspective on human personality we may 
want to develop. (See Chapter Seven.) Just what value standards 
we decide to employ—whether adjustment, or autonomy, or realism, 
or capacity for love or work or untroubled sleep—is a matter of 
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ethics or politics, not of science, although psychology can contribute 
to the consideration of value choices by developing evidence about 
the causal antecedents of particular valued qualities and about the 
consequences for other values of giving priority to any particular 
value. A major line of sociopsychological research, for example, has 
brought to light a number of generally unwelcome features that 
seem to be linked empirically to the values that characterize the law 
and order mentality. Because of their knowledge, people who know 
about the authoritarian personality—with its ethnocentrism, puni- 
tive moralism, and black-and-white categorical thinking—are likely 
to make value choices that are different. They may raise their chil- 
dren differently and favor different social policies than they would 
otherwise. 

This way of thinking about mental health may be con- 
sidered armchair psychology, but it represents, I think, a poten- 
tially useful kind of psychological contribution. For one thing, the 
approach punctures the claims of those who would use the language 
of mental health to give a scientific aura to the promotion of their 
own values, be they conformist or nonconformist. It helps to immu- 
nize us against the pretensions of the mental-health professions as a 
new priesthood. The next turning point for me was no armchair 
matter, as it plunged me into field research in West Africa and 
brought me, once again, into a close collaborative relationship with 
the subjects of my research—the first contingent of Peace Corps 
volunteers to go overseas. The results of the research, and of the re- 
search experience, changed my thinking about a number of matters, 
including mental health. 

By this time I was at the University of California at Berkeley, 
where I remained for nine years. In 1961, Berkeley had a summer 
training program for Peace Corps volunteers who were to go to 
Ghana as secondary school teachers, although only a minority of the 
group of fifty who entered training had had previous teaching ¢x- 
perience. The clinical-counseling psychologist Nicholas Hobbs, a 
good friend and fellow veteran of Joint Commission battles, had 
taken on the important task of directing selection for the Peace 
Corps. He persuaded me to coordinate selection during training at 
Berkeley, holding out the carrot that I could include experimental 
test procedures and would be encouraged to negotiate with the 


Toward Humanizing Social Psychology 247 


Peace Corps for a follow-up study in Ghana to evaluate measures 
used to predict effective performance overseas. I leaped at the op- 
portunity, not only because I too had caught the excitement of the 
Kennedy Peace Corps in its early days but because I saw it as a 
chance to flesh out my thinking about positive mental health by the 
close study of able young people as they coped with a novel and 
challenging situation. I was also fascinated by the opportunity to see 
the new Africa firsthand. 

In this first round of Peace Corps selection-in-training, pri- 
mary reliance was placed on psychiatric appraisal interviews, from 
which it was possible to extract reasonably satisfactory ratings of 
mental health as evaluated by competent psychiatrists, For research 
purposes, I included pencil-and-paper measures of authoritarianism 
on the expectation that the supposed ethnocentrism and psychologi- 
cal rigidity of the volunteers who were high in this trait might be 
expected to interfere with their performance in Ghana. The third 
research measure, which was almost more than the traffic would 
bear given the volunteers’ growing impatience with “shrinks,” was 
developed by a brilliant graduate student, Raphael Ezekiel, who was 
working with me at the time on the topic of time perspective— 
people’s views of their personal future as a potential determinant of 
what they do with their present lives. Ezekiel had the volunteers 
write brief mock autobiographies, first imagining what their lives 
would be like five years hence, and then sketching their lives at age 
forty. With the help of other graduate students as independent 
judges, Ezekiel rated each essay for the degree of differentiation with 
which the future was presented, the extent to which the future state 
of affairs was produced by the person himself, and the presumed 
amount of persistent effort that would be required to bring it about. 
These ratings also yielded a summary score. We salted these data 
away as the volunteers left for Africa and their new roles. 

I had been developing preliminary plans for a quasi-experi- 
mental comparison of schools with and without Peace Corps 
teachers, but the Peace Corps administration and I had the good 
sense to get me to Ghana at Christmastime, 1961—1962, to scout 
things out before firming up my research plans. (The family suf- 
fered, but we had a special Christmas when I got back.) Not un- 
typical of field research, I found that I had a serious job before me 
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in gaining the confidence of the local Peace Corps representative, of 
suspicious government officials, and, most important, of the volunteers 
themselves, a number of whom I accompanied on a holiday jaunt to 
northern Ghana. It immediately became clear that I could expect 
nothing from questionnaires but would probably receive full cooper- 
ation in the authentic give-and-take of informal interviews. It also 
became clear that any kind of controlled comparison would be 
politically and practically infeasible. Should I go ahead or call the 
study off? I decided that a full description of the volunteers’ experi- 
ence would be worthwhile, and, properly analyzed, it could be re- 
lated usefully to our data collected during the training period. By 
then I had been captivated by developing Ghana and much at- 
tracted by the volunteers whom I had begun to know as friends, so 
it would have taken a real disaster to make me drop the study. 

The next two summers, Ezekiel and I returned to Ghana 
armed with an interview guide based on what I had learned on my 
first visit and made long tape-recorded interviews with the volun- 
teers at their schools all over the country. We stayed with the volun- 
teers, and we often did the interviewing late at night by flashlight or 
lantern to the accompaniment of rain-forest noises. The better part 
of another year was required to develop and apply an appropriate 
systematic and quantitative way of analyzing the information in the 
rich interview protocols as they were typed up—in this I had the 
help of an able group of graduate students. There had been thrills 
aplenty in our arduous field work, but the pay-off was delayed until 
the results of our analyses began to pour forth in computer printout. 
They were internally coherent; they made sense! And, by then, we 
had the uncommon advantage of knowing each “unit” in our sta- 
tistics as a person. (More than a decade later, I am still in touch 
with most of them—a sign that I had managed to achieve a kind of 
collaborative relationship in psychological research that I wish could 
be more prevalent.) 

Ezekiel (1968) and I (1966a) have written at length else- 
where about what we found, which shattered some stereotypes about 
the “good” Peace Corps volunteer and was useful, or ought to have 
been, to the Peace Corps administration. Here I wish to discuss 
only how our findings affected my thinking about positive mental 
health. As it turned out, the psychiatric ratings showed no overall 
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relationship to any of the indices of Peace Corps performance that 
we developed. Neither did authoritarianism (Smith, 19652), per- 
haps because none of the volunteers was extremely authoritarian 
and perhaps also because of the markedly authoritarian atmosphere 
that turned out to be characteristic of Ghanaian education. Ezekiel's 
measure based on the mock autobiographies was the only procedure 
in our battery that helped to predict performance. 

The results made sense in terms of what we thought we had 
seen in our direct contact with the volunteers in their job setting. 
Freedom from anxiety or minor neurotic symptoms had seemed 
quite irrelevant: a good many of the most effective volunteers had 
their quirks; some of the least effective were shockingly “healthy.” 
What made the critical difference among these generally able and 
well-intentioned young people was whether or not the volunteer en- 
gaged himself fully with the task, investing himself to the hilt with 
unreserved commitment. The volunteers who really invested them- 
selves took the difficulties they encountered in stride as challenges; 
they might have been frustrated but could not conceive of being 
bored. Other, less effective volunteers were more reactive than ac- 
tive; they tended to devote their energies more to adjusting to their 
situations than to making the most of their opportunities. We found 
it impossible to classify the “real” difficulty of the situations faced by 
the different volunteers, since the same objective situation that was 
frustrating to one sort of volunteer was attractive and challenging to 
the other, Ezekiel’s autobiography ratings seemed to have tapped, 
though crudely enough, the volunteer's predisposition to cope ac- 
tively with his life situation, with full self-commitment. The aspect 
of psychological effectiveness on which we focused appeared to me 
closely akin to R. W. White’s (1959) concept of competence as 
being based upon intrinsic motivation to have effects on one’s 
environment. 

Back to the armchair, or rather to the conference and semi- 
nar. In the mid-1960s I was a member of the Social Science Re- 
search Council Committee on Socialization and Social Structure, 
which had the mission of setting new directions for research on how 
society fits people to play its roles. Mainly, perhaps, we were educat- 
ing each other, in a stimulating group that contained three sociolo- 
gists and three psychologists (John Clausen, Orville Brim, Alex 
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Inkeles, Eleanor Maccoby, Ronald Lippitt, and I), all good friends 
who had met together over a period of years. For the committee, T 
took on the task of examining leads in the research literature that 
would help us understand the conditions that promote the develop- 
ment of competence, in White's sense of motivationally based psy- 
chological effectiveness (which also seemed to me to be the sense 
indicated by my Peace Corps study—a rather far cry from my earlier 
relativism about values and positive mental health [Smith, 1961]). 
I had the help of a specially convened research conference that 
brought together specialists from a variety of fields. In the resulting 
essay (1968c) that I eventually produced after much travail, I pro- 
posed that the motivational core of competence is a cluster of atti- 
tudes toward the self as potent, efficacious, and worthy of being 
taken seriously by self and others. (See Chapter Seven). 

Such a cluster of attitudes sets a kind of self-fulfilling proph- 
ecy in operation. In the favorable case, the individual has the con- 
fidence to seize upon opportunities as they present themselves. He 
tries, He therefore acquires the knowledge and skills that make suc- 
cesses more probable—which in turn lend warrant to his sense of 
efficacy. In the unfavorable case, he dare not hope, he does not try 
—and he is caught in a vicious circle that is likely to mire him in 
incompetence, fatalism, and failure. It seemed to me that many of 
our practical dilemmas of race, poverty, and education, among 
others, amount essentially to questions of how to foster the benign 
sort of circular process and how to break into and disrupt or re- 
direct the vicious sort. We have clues, very promising ones, but 
not answers. 

With many gaps and omissions, I have brought the story to 
my present concerns. I am still preoccupied with formulating more 
clearly the psychological problems underlying the general human 
problem of how man may become more fully the master of his fate, 
an origin of social causation in De Charms’ (1968) sense rather 
than a pawn. If psychology can be made to address this issue co- 
herently and dependably, the field should become unmistakably 
relevant—to the problems of our time as well as to student interests. 

From the standpoint of this problem, traditional behavioris- 
tic psychology misses the mark by leaving no place for human free- 
dom. It reduces man to a reactor, not an actor, and treats as illusion 
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or paradox the free will that makes choice and planning and respon- 
sibility intelligible. Classical psychoanalysis does little better in its 
unbalanced emphasis on unconscious determination. Both aspire, 
however, to a scientific causal analysis. In deploring the human ir- 
relevance of behaviorism and psychoanalysis, the so-called humanis- 
tic psychologies of the “third force" (Rogers and Maslow and May) 
have tended at times to throw out the scientific baby with the bath- 
water. They accept human agency and choice as a. philosophical 
postulate, but their respect for the integrity of human experience 
often leads them into disrespect for the canons of science as a self- 
critical cumulative enterprise. 

I find grounds for hope for a more humanly cogent personal- 
ity and social psychology in indications from several quarters that we 
are at the threshold of becoming able to treat self-determination— 
free will if you like—not as an illusion or paradox, not as a meta- 
physical assumption outside the grasp of science, but as an empirical 
variable on which some people rank higher than others, a variable 
that is linked to causes and consequences that can be understood and 
turned to the enhancement of human freedom. In my teaching, I 
refer to Claude Brown’s Manchild in the Promised Land (1965) to 
illustrate the variable that I am talking about. The “case of Claude” 
can be read as a dramatic story of the process by which the Harlem 
street boy gradually gains the conviction, utterly foreign to him at 
the beginning, that he can be the architect of his own life, not the 
pawn of a cruel fate. In the special case of this variable, the con- 
viction is father of the fact. A psychology that can deal with it em- 
pirically and systematically is both humanistic and scientific. It is to 
nudging psychology along in this direction that I should now par- 
ticularly like to contribute. 

This sort of ambition one realizes only partially and imper- 
fectly in actuality, though it can infuse a good many of one’s activ- 
ities and make them personally meaningful. On a more realistic 
scale, there are a number of ways in which a problem-focused social 
psychologist, a generalist with interdisciplinary inclinations, can con- 
tribute toward headway on the serious problems that present an un- 
precedented challenge to mankind, an ominous package of threats 
that is also the basis for high hopes if we can only gird ourselves to 
face them. 
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Psychologists can draw upon their knowledge of research and 
theory to help reformulate the practical problems involved in war, 
population, pollution, and the rest—putting them in new terms that 
may make them amenable to solution. (We know from psychological 
research on thinking and problem-solving that putting the question 
correctly is more than half the battle.) Psychologists can undertake 
applied research that is directly focused on pieces of the urgent prob- 
lems. Psychologists can use their technical research skills in carefully 
evaluating social programs, so that we can learn from our mistakes 
as well as from our successes. For my own part, I have been trying 
to bring my sociopsychological training to bear on pieces of the 
social problems that involve student protest and campus conflict, 
racist prejudice, and the population explosion. 

As a social psychologist, I see a good deal of potential gain 
and little loss from taking much of our sense of direction from such 
human problems, so long as we approach them with a persistent 
effort to understand and to generalize. There are fields of inquiry— 
especially the physical sciences—where a heavy focus on applied 
work is stultifying. In psychology, such areas in which a strong in- 
trinsic line of development dictates the required next steps are not 
so common. I think of aspects of physiological psychology, develop- 
mental psycholinguistics, and the study of cognitive growth and then 
begin to falter. In much of psychology, especially social psychology, 
the lines of development are far less clear. There have been obvious 
gains in the sophistication of our questions, in our awareness of 
relevant variables, and in the level of our information, but fad and 
fashion in concepts and methods have too often substituted for (and 
mimicked) the missing lines of development inherent in the emerg- 
ing structure of the science at its frontier. Wherever this state of 
affairs prevails, it seems to me, advance in generalizable understand- 
ing is just as likely to come as a by-product of work at urgent human 
and social problems as it is from a head-on assault in “basic” re- 
search. (I do not at all criticize psychologists whose strong sense of 
scientific direction turns them away from social problems: we need 
more of them. For every psychologist who feels such an imperative 
sense of direction, however, there must unfortunately be dozens of 
others looking for a suitable topic for a publishable study: hence our 
cluttered and so often unrewarding journals. ) 
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Since all important social problems entail conflicts of im- 
portant human interests, in principle none of them could be solved 
by psychological—or social scientific—knowledge even if we were 
vastly more knowledgeable than we are. Any and all solutions will 
necessarily be forged in the political arena, with scientific knowledge 
only one ingredient in the process. But it can become a much more 
important ingredient than it characteristically has been. I therefore 
think it a fitting close to this account of one social psychologist's ac- 
tivities, as well as to this volume, to invoke a favorite maxim of Kurt 
Lewin—a major influence on me as on all social psychologists of 
my generation, although I had little direct contact with him: 
“There is nothing as practical as a good theory.” 

I close with Lewin’s maxim and example because it seems to 
me that the most difficult challenge of teaching today is to awaken 
students to the relevance of hard intellectual and scientific work and 
of persistent commitment to the difficult process of democratic poli- 
tics. The unprecedented problems of the present world, the unset- 
tling rapidity of change, have made many of us lose our bearings. 
The credentials of science, like those of the Establishment, are sus- 
pect. A new romanticism has arisen in reaction to the previous sup- 
pression of feeling and human value, to the aridity of technological 
society, and to the intractability of human problems. Yet the prob- 
lems before us require head as well as heart if they are to be solved. 
Since so many of them hinge on human cussedness, the challenge to 
a humane yet scientific social psychology is immense. 
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